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ABSTRACT

STRATIFICATION AND ALIENATION

by Richard A. Brymer

This thesis sought to test the relationship of social

stratification to alienation, particularly average status,

status inconsistency and social mobility and their bearing

upon alienation. The Durkheim-Merton model of anomie was

developed as an explanatory variable for the observed rela-

tionship of average status to ancmie and alienation, i.e.,

socially structured discrepancies between goal attainment

and means for achieving such goals. This rationale was then

logically extended to include status inconsistency and social

mobility, and hypotheses to this effect wenadevelcped. These

hypotheses were then tested on a random sample of the United

States gathered for this purpose in the fall of 1963. Nulti—

variate analytic procedures were used to analyze the relation-

ship of average status, social mobility and status inconsis-

tency to alienation and its various dimensions, e.g., power-

lessness, normlessness, social isolation, future orientation,

and subjective assessment of one's present standing in the

"goal” attainment process.

Briefly, this analysis revealed the expected relationship

between average status and all forms of alienation except

social isolation, but no relationship between status incon-

sistency, social mobility and alienation. Because of these



Bryser

findings, it was concluded that the Durkheim-Merton discrep-

ancy rationale is not valid, and that some other theory must

be developed to handle the empirically observed relationship

of average status to alienation. An attespt at developing

such a theory was begun, relying primarily upon the work of

Herbert Gans on community organisation, and the studies of

Gideon SJoberg, Richard Brymer and Buford Farris on bureauc-

racy and class.
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CHAPTERI

STATEIEIT OP PROBIIM AID THEORETICAL POSITIOE

Introduction

In this thesis, our basic problem is to test the effect of

stratification upon alienation. Generally, it will test an

extension of the Durkheim-Merton rationale for the development

of anomie. Even more generally, there is a concern with the

effect of stratification upon individual behavior. Our interest

in this area stems from the convergence of two areas of interest:

one primarily theoretical, and the second primarily a ”hunch"

based upon the observation of patterns in empirical materials.

Theoretically, we have an interest in anomie and alienation,

but more specifically, we are interested in the rationale that

underlies the relationship of social structure to alienation

and anomie. This basic rationale stems from Durkheim, via

Merton, and argues that anomie is created when a discrepancy

occurs between that which an individual has been led to expect,

and that which he actually obtains. Anomie, in turn, leads to

the creation of various types of consequences or adaptations-

nearly all pathological or socially problematic.

From our empirical 'hunch' source, we are concerned with the

apparent overriding influence that social class has upon a large

number of these quasi-pathological variables, including aliena-
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tion. That is, it would appear that lower-class people are more

prone to develop pathological behaviors than are others. Though

it is not necessarily cited and utilised in these myriad studies

of lower-class behavior, anomie theory has often been used as an

explanatory device for the lower-class predilection for deviant

behavior.

Again from an empirical source, we have noted that there are

other stratification variables—social mobility and status incon-

sistency, especially—which also have been found related to a

few of these more or less pathological behaviors. It would appear

that lower classne ss and social mobility and status inconsistency

may have something in common. Although the 'anomie' rationale

has not yet been applied to status inconsistency and social mo-

bility (nor tested), it would appear to be Justified from a theo-

retical and an empirical stance.

The purpose of this thesis will be to conjoin these two

sources of interest, in an attempt to extend and test the basic

'discrepancy rationale of anomie' developed by Merton and

Durkheim. Specifically, we will test the relationship of aliens-

tion to status inconsistency and social mobility on the grounds

that they are similar to social class, in that they exemplify the

Durkheim-Merton rationale. If, in fact, status inconsistency and

social mobility 31 related to alienation, then the anomie ration-

ale for the relationship of stratification to 'quasi-pathological'

behaviors is again validated and made more plausible. If there

is no relationship, then we are left with the problem of seeking

an explanation for the already proven relationship between
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3

social class and anomie, as well as between social class and

deviant behavior.

In order to accomplish this task, several steps are necessary,

and to this end we present an outline of the rest of the thesis.

Briefly, in Chapter I we shall present our theoretical and logical

arguments, ending with a statement of hypotheses. Chapter II will

contain an operationalisation of these hypotheses for test.

Chapter III will contain our analysis of the empirical materials

developed, and Chapter IV will contain our conclusions.

In more detail, Chapter I will proceed as follows:

First, we shall review anomie theory as it has developed with

Durkheim and been extended by Merton. In this discussion, we shall

attend to the distinction betwun anomie as a societal condition,

and anomie—or enemy—as an individual condition. Although

Durkheim and Merton focused ostensibly upon anomie as a societal

condition, there is, we believe, a rationale implicit in their

theories which can be used to account for anemia as an individual

condition. To this end, we shall also review those writers who

are interested in anomie as an individual condition.

Second, we shall review and discuss alienation theory in an

attempt to illustrate a convergence between anomie and alienation,

in terms of their general definitions, as well as antecedents and

consequences. This does not constitute an essentially original

effort, as many sociologists consider alienation and anomie to be

identical or synonymous terms for the same phenomena. Although

many theorists view alienation as having a slightly different

theoretical tradition, we shall treat alienation separately, and
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4

then attempt to illustrate a convergence.

Third, we shall review the literature concerned with empirical

studies of both anomie and alienation. we shall (a) attempt to

demonstrate that there is considerable overlap between alienation

and anemia at the empirical and operational levels, as well as at

the theoretical levels; and (b) explore the relationships of

alienation and anemia to other variables in order to show that

these variables are stably and consistently related to alienation

and anemia. Generally, there will be two orders of studies;

those concerned with antecedent conditions and those concerned

with consequences of alienation-anomie. In the former instance,

'we shall be particularly concerned with the very stable and

consistent relationship between alienation and anemia, and

social class-however operationalised.

Fourth, and following the above discussion, we shall then

extend the DurkheiméMerton rationale to two additional areas—-

social mobility and status inconsistency. In so doing, we shall

first demonstrate the theoretical and logical rationale for con-

sidering these two variables as examples of the DeM rationale;

then we shall present a review of the empirical literature for

status inconsistency and social mobility, in which we will demon—

strate that they are related to a series of variables which have

also been termed possible consequences of alienation.

In the fifth and final section, we shall present a summary of

our contentions so far, and on this basis, suggest a series of

hypotheses stipulating a relationship of average status, social

mobility and status inconsistency to alienation.
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Review of Anomie—Anomia Theory

Durkheim

Anomie theory began, in the sociological tradition, with

Durkheim and his interest in the mechanisms of societal unity and

integration. In his classic work, The Division of Labor in

Society, Durkheim distinguishes between two general types of

integration-mechanical andorganic.1 In simple societies, with

a simple division of labor, persons are differentiated only by

age and sex and have a great deal in common. Because of this

similarity, a form of integration can be achieved by reference

to common ideas, interests, etc. This type of integration is

termed.mechanical and is characteristic of simple societies. In

industrial societies, however,'with their complex division of

labor and attendant specialisation of function and personnel,

persons are not likely to have a great deal in common, and,

therefore, a different form of integration develops, based upon

mutual interdependence. The development of this interdependence-

or organic integration—requires a period of lengthy contact and

mutual adjustment of groups which is not required in simple

societies. It would seem that Durkheim regarded the development

of integration in industrial societies as more problematic and

tenous than in simple societies. This notion is further evi-

denced by Durkheim's attention to the forms of abnormal inte-

gration (or specifically, abnormal divisions of labor) which may

develop-particu1arly in industrial societies. It is in the

description of one of these abnormal forms that the use of the
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term anomie first occurs. Anomie was a form of division of labor

in which there had not been extended contact, so that mutual

interdependence had not developed. Although the term anomie did

not play a significant part in this work, it is clear that

Durkheim did use it to characterise and refer to a state of the

entire society or group.

In his volume, Sgicide, Durkheim attempts to formulate social

structural explanations of variations in suicide rates; here the

term anomie becomes significant.2 In this volume, anomie is one

of four types of abnormal societal conditions which lead to in-

creases in suicide rates. Frequently these terme—-anomic, fatal-

istic, egoistic and altruistic-—have been used to characterise

the suicide itself, although it would seem that Durkheim intended

that they refer to the social conditions which produced the sui-

cide. In order to understand Durkheim's use of anomie, his

emphasis upon the functions of norms in society must also be

considered.

Durkheim viewed human nature as essentially uncontrolled,

greedy and avaricious. Ian was a biological creature who, without

the presence of external controls, would seek to fulfill his needs

far beyond.the point of simple satisfaction. ”Human activity

naturally aspires beyond assignable limits and sets itself un-

attainable goals."3 ‘Iith this view’of human nature, Durkhemm

saw society (in particular, its normative structure) as furnishing

the necessary controls. lcrms specify the goals that man can

achieve, and what he must do to achieve them. Dy specifying goals,

norms both limit and Justify man's activity. In addition, the
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presence of these norms allows the individual to make predictions

about the future behavior of others, and himself in relation to

others. ”Each person is then, at least . . . in harmony with his

condition, and desires only what he may legitimately hope for as

the normal reward of his activity. He has the essentials. The

equilibrium of his happiness is secure because it is defined, and

a few’mishaps cannot disconcert him."4 The normative structure

provided a stable frame of reference and meaning for human beings,

‘which sets their goals, defines what must be done to achieve them,

and thereby establishes an orderly, predictable endeavor.

Durkheim even suggested that poverty, as long as it is viewed as

legitimate and according to the norms, provides a meaningful frame

of reference.5

L.disruption of the normative structure, however, also disrupts

the meaningfulness and predictability of human life, and contrib-

utes to a state of tension, confusion, and loss of orientation.

Ian presumably reverted to his original state, and his aspirations

rapidly rose beyond any expectations of fulfillment. This state

of affairs-hthe absence of norms-whioh produced continual frus-

tration, anxiety, pointlessness, etc.,'was termed anomie. Further,

the anemic situation‘was seen as intolerable for any length, so

that anomie suicide resulted.

Durkheim saw many sources of anomie in industrial society—-

depression, inflation, unexpected prosperity, divorce, and upward

and downeard.mebility. The general mechanism which underlies these

diverse situations is that the norms, as guides specifying“what

one must do in order to achieve a certain goal, no longer operate.



Intho cm of

:rditioml nc

me of prospe

homily oxpec

mqun.

tinl: paler

logitincy an

mm, end I

”dilution .1

In um”:

“Flutter: .

manned t

P! u, u ,

“ion. in ll

31. “1° r1

"Minion

min '91..

.c‘e, mbi]



8

In the case of an economic depression, when one follows the

traditional norm, one no longer gets the expected goal. In the

case of prosperity, one obtains far more than he would have

normally expected. In both cases, there is a considerable die-

crepancy between the expectations and attainments that were norma-

tively prescribed. This discrepancy casts doubt upon both the

legitimacy and.the efficacy of the norm itself. It is no longer

useful, and apparently discarded. But without it, there is no

regulation at all, so that human life eventually becomes confused.

In summary, Durkheim.developed the concept of anomie as an

explanatory device which operated at the societal level, and

influenced the suicide rate. His main concern was not with anomie

per so, as experienced by the individual, but more with the vari-

ations in the suicide rate and the social conditions themselves.

His basic rationale for the individual was a discrepancy between

expectations and achievements, and particularly as these discrep-

ancies were produced by changes in an individual's social position,

e.g., mobility, divorce, etc.

2.2m

Robert I. Merton, in his seminal article, "Social Structure

and inc-is," has both extended and generalised Durkheim's theory

of anomie.6 He has extended it in the sense that he sought to

explain many forms of 'deviant' behavior rather than just suicide,

and generalised it in that the sources of anomie and consequent

deviant behavior are seen, not as consequences of the breakdown of

norms, but as inherent in the social structure itself. In a way,

‘lerton was even more sociologically oriented.than Durkheim, for he
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did not make the assumptions about the "biological” nature of

man that Durkheim did. Rather, he saw man's aspirations, as

well as his deviant behavior, as a product of the social struc-

ture, i.e., anomie not as a reversion to a "natural state”, but

as a socially induced product.

In developing his theory of anomie, Horton distinguishes

between cultural and social structure, with anomie as a product of

the discrepancy between them. Cultural structure is ". . . that

organised set of normative values governing behavior which is common

to members of a designated society or group."7 That is, the

cultural structure contains the values and goals of the society-

the definitions of things that man must strive for. Social

structure is the " . . . organised set of social relationships

in which the members of the society or social groups are vari-

ously implicated."8 Thus, social structure is the set of insti-

tutional norms or means which is specified in order to reach the

culturally defined goals. The social structure and the cultural

structure are, however, independent of each other and ". . . the

cultural emphasis placed upon certain goals varies independently

or the degree of emphasis upon institutionalised msans.”9 inomie,

then, is ”. . .a breakdown in the cultural structure, occurring

particularly when there is an acute disjunction between cultural

norms and goals and the social structured capacities of members

10
of the group to act in accord with them." Anomie refers to a

condition of the society, although the members of the society are

affected by it, since it is they who fail to achieve the goals that

they have been enjoined to seek. This anomie, once it has come
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into existence, sets up a strain towards equilibrium, which in

turn creates a form of adaptation.11 These adaptations are

usually some form of deviant behavior, and it is to them that

Ilerton devotes the majority of his emphasis. Generally, the now

familiar adaptations, as laid out by Horton in his original work,

involve the acceptance or negation of either the goals or the

means (or both), or the creation of a new set of both goals

and means.

Although.lsrton's schema logically could be applied to any

society or group, he devoted much of his analysis to American

society, and, in particular, to the discrepancy between the

American cultural goal of success, and the differentially dis-

tributed social means for attaining such a goal. He was partioup

larly concerned with the discrepancy between the egalitarian

American ethic which held ”success" to be within the reach of all

and the class system of America which encumbered lower-class

persons in the struggle for success. This mechanism would account

for the disproportionate representation of lower—class persons in

deviant groups .

In summary, Merton seems to attend only to the antecedent

conditions, and the consequences of anomie, with very little

attention paid to anomie, per so. Also, Merton seems to be

ccncsrnednwith anomie as a societal condition. Although he

recognises the possibility of researching the subjective aspects

of anemia, and even cites Srols's and lacIver's work, it is clear

from the amount of attention he devotes to the topic that he is

12
primarily interested in anemia as a societal condition. The
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rationale for the development of 'individual' anomie, or the

subjective aspects of anomie, seems to be implicit in Merton, and

again, similar to those of Durkheim. Generally, this rationale

would hold that the individual must first be exposed to the cul-

tural goal and, to some degree, internaliss it; then, he will

seek the goal to the extent that his position in the social

structure allows it; and, if he achieves it, conformity results.

If he does not achieve it, a discrepancy will exist, which will

then create anomie and the need for some sort of adaptation (for

the individual). Although the rationale is present in Merton's

writing, he has done little with it. This has remained for other

writers. For those pcst—Itsrton sociologists, there seem to be

generally two schools of thought and effort. First, there are

those who utilise a more or less societal or group frame of

reference. These persons have attempted to develop new methods

of operationalising societal anomie, and extend the Hertonian

theory. Second, there are those scholars who have taken a sub-

jectivist approach and are attempting to discover the correlates

and conditions of the subjective aspects of anomie—or anomia as

their group generally prefers to call it.13

Although we have somewhat arbitrarily separated these two

approaches, we do not mean to imply that they have had no over-

lap. Psrhaps much of the overlap is only at an operational level

in research. Inch of the difficulty in drawing a clear-cut line

between these two approaches stems from the form that their

research takes. lany who would classify themselves as interested

in societal anomie utilise data gathered on individuals and their
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characteristics. And conversely, many who use attitude scales—

defining anomia as an individual state of mind—both cite and use

the theory developed by persons who are interested in, and writing

about, societal anomie. And no doubt, the old theoretical devil

of individual versus group contributes no small degree to this

overlap. Is will, however, arbitrarily separate them for ana-

lytic purposes, because the author feels that there is a closer

research affinity betwun the persons studying the subjective

aspects of anomie.

Societal Anomis

Since Horton, there have been several contributions to the

anomie theory. The majority of these, however, deal not with the

basic rationale for anomie (either at the group or individual

level), but more with the adaptations stealing from anomie, or

with the particularistic social situation in which the discrep-

ancy betwaen the cultural goals and the socially structured

means for achieving them occurs.

Dubin, for example, subdividss Horton's category of means into

two categories: means and norms.14 loans are those actual behav-

iors that a person carries out in his daily activities. lorms

specify what is prescribed behavior and what is prescribed behav-

ior. This distinction sets actual behavior apart from the values

used by actors to select among the behavioral choices. Iith this

new distinction, Dubin expands the lsrtonian adaptation categor-

ies of Innovation and Ritualism from one to six alternatives each.

Rebellion and ritualism are retained as in the original work.
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The Hertcnian rationale of a discrepancy between norms, goals

(and.means) is not, however, modified.

Cloward, on the other hand, has extended the notion of discrep-

ancy (although he has not basically modified it) by noting that

there is a socially structured differential access to both legit-

imate and illegitimate means.15 That is, if one cannot attain

the culturally prescribed goals by legitimate means, there is

still the possibility that he may attain them by illegitimate

means. Oloward suggests that where illegitimate means are avail-

able and the person 'sueoseds' in using them, there is a different

form of 'innovation' than where the person does not succeed in

these illegitimate structures and.must create his own innova-

tions. Of course, if he cannot gain access to the illegitimate

structure, nor create one of his own, then a situation of double

failure exists, and no form of adaptation is left but that of the

rstreatist. Although Oloward was specifically interested in

applying and.rsvising the anomia theory to deliquent behavior,

his actions regarding the necessity of inspecting'means struc-

tures, other than the traditional institutional structure, have

been the point of departure for other critiques and reformulations

of the lertonian theory of anomie.

The majority of the other reformulations of’ancmie theory

generally see the need for adapting the notion of goals-means to

the particular social situation or group in which the actor is

operating. Short, for example, stresses the need for attending

to the goals and means present in the delinquent gang itself,

rather than assuming that the societal goals and means are
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equally salient for all persons.“ Iemsrt notes that the

assmpticn of society-wide goals in a pluralistic society is

tenuous, and attention should be paid to the goals of these sub-

cultural groupings, especially as they mediate and intervene

between the individual and the societal levels."

In summary, these post-Hertonian theoretical changes have not

touched the underlying rationale whereby anomie develops. This

is not to say that criticisms of the discrepancy rationale have

not been advanced, but within the tradition of anomie theory per

so, there have been none, nor in the research that has stemmed

explicitly from it have there been these sorts of criticisms

taken into account, as we shall see.18

Th3 Sfljsgt13st!

Ry subjectivists, we do not mean to refer to those persons who

are interested in ascertaining the psychological bases or ants-

oedsnts of anomia. Rather, we refer to those who have an interest

in anomia as a characteristic of an individual; as a set of beliefs

about the nature of the world that he perceives; and as an individ-

ual stats of mind. lost writers in this tradition, as implied

above, are explicitly sociological in that they see the cause of

individual attitudes, etc., as stemming from the individual's

position in society.‘9 That is, the stats of societal anomie is

held to create a parallel state for the individual.

Perhaps the first two sociologists to become interested in

anomia were KacIver and Srole, in 1950. hacIver, for instance,

is very explicit in his concern over the individual aspects of
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anomia.

Anomy signifies the state of mind of one who has been pulled

up by his moral roots, who has no longer any standards, but

only disconnected urges, who has no longer any sense of

continuity, of folk, of obligation. The anosic man has

become spiritually sterile, responsive only to himself,

responsible to no one . . . He lives on the thin line of

sensation between no future and no past . . . Anomy is a

state of mind in which the individual's sense of social

cohesion-the mainsgring of his morals-is broken or

fatally‘seakened. 2

Clearly, this is a subjectivist conception of anomie. Srcle,

on the other hand, is much less a subjectivist-at least, at the

theoretical level. In his early works, he states that he is

attempting ” to test hypotheses centering on Durkheis's concept of

“0.1.e. 21 He notes that although Durkheim focused mainly on the

societal level, there is the possibility of a ”parallel continuum

of variations seen from the 'microscopic' or molecular view of

individuals as they are integrated in the total action fields of

their interpersonal relationships and.reference groups."22

Further, he argues that there can exist a continuum ranging from

'eunomia' to 'anonia', with the former ”referring to the individ-

ual's generalised, pervasive sense of 'self-to-others belonging-

ness' and [with] 'self—to—others distance' and 'self-to—cthers

alienation' at the other pole of the continuum.” 23 Little more

theoretical attention is given to the development of his conceptu-

alization. However, in his rationale for cpsrationalisation, we get

an even clearer cue that Srole considers his anomia conceptuali-

saticn to refer to "the ideaticnal states or components that on

on theoretical grounds would represent‘igtggggliggg.counterparts

or reflections, in the individual's life situation, of conditions
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of social dysfunction.”24

Regarding the sources of this anomia or eelf-to-others alien-

ation, Srole appears to follow the explicit sociological tradition

of llerton when he states that "social dysfunction is the inde-

pendent variable, the individual's state of self-to—group alien-

ation is the intervening variable, and change in personality

(Fromm) or adaptive modes (Herton) is the dependent variable”?5

further, Srole explains:

Three more inclusive sets of forces are also seen as

operating in his [the anomia person] contemporary

situation.

1. Reference groups beyond his immediate field of action,

within which acceptance and ultimate integration are sought.

2. Generalised qualities of the molar society netrating

his contemporary action field as these affect a) his life

goal choices, (b) his selection of means toward these goals,

and (c) his success or failure in achieving these goals.

3. The scoialisation processes of his interpersonal rela-

tionships during child hood and adolescence, as these have

conditioned the interpersonal expectations, value orienta-

tions, and behavioral tendencies of his current personality

structure. 25

Perhaps Srcle's greatest influence in this area was his devel-

opsent of the now famous Irole Scale for measuring individual

anomia. Following the development of this scale, there have been

few purely theoretical treatises on the nature and sources of

individual anomia. On the other hand, there has been a virtual

explosion of empirical studies, each making their own contribution

to our knowledge about anomia. In explaining this explosion, it

is worthy to note the ease cfzus'in‘g an attitude scale versus the

difficulty of constructing group indexes. Primarily, these

studies have sought to correlate anomia with conditions which

might be thought to exemplify the Hertcnian rationale, and they
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will be discussed in the section dealing with a review of

empirical literature.

In summarising our perusal of selected writers in anomie-

anomia theory, we are forced to agree with Cohen. ”In view of

the sustained interest in anomie theory, its enormous influence

and its nmerous [empirical] application . . . it is worth noting

and wondering at the relatively slow and fitful growth of the

substantive growth theory itself." 27 In addition, we find that

we also agree with IcOlosky and Schaar when they say that

”virtually all of this [empirical] work has employed a single

explanatory model for the analysis of ancmyc a specified social-

cultural condition gives rise to specified feelings in individ-

uals which in turn result in specified behaviors. Different

writers have werked variations on this scheme, but nobody has

challenged the scheme it self or attempted a fundamental revision

of it . . . [and] virtually all studies of ancmy have employed the

28 Is must note, however, as we shall seea explanatory model.”

in our review of empirical literature, that no study using an

explicitly avowed anemic theory framework has come up with empizb

ical findings which have directly challenged anomie theory.

Therefore, the explanatory rationale appears to hve some valid-

it’s

Review of Alienation Theory

'e have arbitrarily separated alienation theory from anomie

theory because alienation theory seems to have a much longer

history as well as a wider scope of discussion, at least in its
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usage by social critics from a wide variety of intellectuals. In

the main, alienation is used by those theorists holding to a ”mass

society" viewpoint, whereas anomie-anomia theorists are more from

the structural-functional point of view. is we shall see, however,

the two concepts are similar. Is shall first provide a brief

introduction to this history of the concept, relying heavily upon

Peuer's work.29 Then we shall turn to those more empirically

oriented alienation theorists forthe bulk of our review of alien-

ation theory. We shall confine our attention to those theorists

interested in developing the theory of alienation for the purposes

of social reseu-ch—rather than social criticism. This is not

intended as a slight to social critics nor to demean their func-

tion; rather it is a recognition of a distinction between social

criticism and social science.

History 2d larly Hem

According to Peuer, alienation is an ethical concept having

its historical source in ”the youthful larx who in manuscripts,

sometimes, unpublished, erte down an ethical critique of capi-

talism."3o Peuer argues that Harx picked up the term and its

accompanying vocabulary from Hegel, who in turn ”imbibed the

concept of alienation from pessimist Protestant theology (Calvin,

in particular)."31 Generally, Marx saw alienation as a condition

resulting from the separation of the worker from the product he

made as well as the means of production. Or, at least this is

the traditional contemporary interpretation of llarx's meaning

of alienation. Peuer maintains, however, that this is a super—
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ficial reading of Marx's theory, and that "...'a1ienation' as

first used by Marx, Engels, and their fellow young Hegelians

and Peuerbachians was a romantic concept, with a preponderantly

sexual connotation. It was the language of a group which made

a protest of romantic individualism against the new capitalist

civilisation, but which soon went on to its post-adolescent

peace with bourgeois society. Marx and Engels discarded a

concept which became alien to their own aims.”32

Although rejected by Marx and Engels, and classical Marxists,

the term has returned to our vocabulary via MacDonald, and other

alienated intellectual social critics of the 1930's vintage.

Closely akin to the social critics‘ usage of alienation as a

polemical concept has been the use of the term by ”mass society”

theorists. lass society theorists view alienation as a slightly

evil product of modern society, somewhat in the manner that

Simmel viewed modern society.33 In this style, alienation is

sometimes referred to as a cause of everything from apathy to

suicide. Peuer is somewhat critical of this wide usage of the

term, and concludes that ”...'alienaticn' remains too much a

concept of political theology which bewilders rather than clari-

fies the direction cf political action...[is] a dramatic metaphor

which for reasons peculiar to intellectual's experience has become

their favorite root-metaphor for perceiving the social universe...

[and] a projection of the psychology of intellectuals disenchanted

Vith themselves . " 34
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' Current Alienation Theory

lettler, in an effort to clarify the referents of alienation,

has commented upon the degree to which alienation is distinct

from anomie (as a societal condition) and personal disorganisa-

tion.35 Nettler's definition of an alienated person is "one who

has been estranged from, made unfriendly toward, his society and

the culture it carries ... the feeling of estrangement from

society."36 lxplicitly, this definition refers to a psychological

state of the individual. Nettler appears to equate Srcle's

conception of anemia with alienation, however.

Iflth.respect to the conditions under which.alienation occurs,

lettler cites a large number of the mass society theorists and

critics (Proms, De Grasie, etc.) but contributes little person-

ally. ‘Ie may assume, however, from his theoretical guide to

operaticnalisation—-i.e., "all specific questions were guided by

the assumption that the alienated person would £32.22}. the ccmon

cultural values of his society”31-that alienated persons reject

the cultural goals in favor of their own. Vb would assume that

this is at least not incongruent with the Merton rationale of a

discrepancy, although how Rattler would feel about the rejection

or acceptance of norms is obviously not known. Theoretically,

there is another alternative interpretation of lettler's position.

Given that his definition of alienation includes rejection of

cultural goals, and estrangement from the rest of society, it

may be logically possible to consider this as a form of Horton's

'retreatist' adaptation. In this case, the antecedents of

lettler's ”alienation” again could logically be congruent‘with
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‘lerton's conceptualization of the preconditions of anomie-

or alienation. Regarding the theoretically possible conse-

quences of alienation, lettlsr says little, but apparently

'wonld regard it as an open question, to be answered empirically.

One of the most productive writers and researchers on the

38 This is evident fromccntemporary scene is Kelvin Seaman.

an inspection of the institutional affiliations of many writers

in alienation.39 In an effort to "make more organised sense of

one of the great traditions in sociological thought ... and to

make the traditional interest in alienation more amenable to

sharp»empdrical statement," Seeman has developed five basic, but

theoretically separable, ways in which the term alienation has

“.n “.4e4o The five variants arse (1) poserlessness or ”the

expectancy or probability held by the individual that his own

behavior cannot determine the occurrence of the outcomes, or

reinforcements, he seeks”;41 (2) meaninglessness, or the "low

expectancy that satisfactory predictions about future outcomes

of behawior can be made”;42 (3) normleesness, or a ”high expect-

ancy that socially unapproved behaviors are required.to achieve

given goals”;43 (4) isolation, or the condition in which the

person ”assignEs] low reward values to goals or beliefs that are

typically highly valued in the given society”;44 and (5) self-

estrangement, or “the degree of dependence of the given behavior

upon anticipated future rewards".45 All variants are explicitly

individual states, and, maintains Seeman, should not be confused

or equated with personal disorganisation, or other quasi-patho-
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logical characteristics. Although these phenomena may accompany

alienation, they are not identical with it. Seaman's relatively

narrow definitions of alienation are an aid in researching alien-

ation, in that they make alienation somewhat more Operationalis-

able.

An inspection of Seaman's writings with respect to the causes

of alienation seems to indicate that mass society, in conjunction

with various aspects of learning in a mass society, create alien-

ation. He relies very heavily upon the social learning theory of

Rotter:

[Rotter's] principal contention is that human behavior

1depends on ) the degree to which a person ex cts that

the behavior will have a successful outcome, and (2) the

value of that success to the person trying to achieve it.

If these factors are powerful, separately or together, the

behavior is most likely to occur. Specifically, if a

person expects that learning somethinngill help him

achieve some goal and/or he values that goal, he is more

likely to learn.‘

Another factor influencing learning is the degree to which a

person conceives cf the success or failure of a given behavior

being due to an external or an internal factor, i.e., something

outside his control or under his control. ”A person will

definitely learn‘;ggg_from experiences he conceives to be domi-

nated by outsiders, cr-by chance, which he feels he cannot influ-

47I

This general learning theory is, in Seaman's view:

Parallel [to] the argument of the followers of mass theory

that the isolated individual in the 'lonely crowd', sub-

ordinated to and intimidated by bureaucracy, becomes con-

‘vinced of his powerlessness and gives up learning about

those things that might affect his future. As a specific

example, he becomes apathetic and igdifferent to politics

. . . 'You can't fight city hall'.4
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In general, Sesman maintains that bureaucratic social systems

create situations where persons cannot learn how to control the

outcomes of their behavior, i.e., they cannot learn what is

necessary in order to obtain a reward. Or at least that bureauc-

racies maintain control over the reward systems so that what the

individual does has no bearing upon the rewards that he receives.

This creates the powerlessness, normleesness, etc.

This set of propositions does not, however, contain a specifi-

cation of the particular form of the relationship of the individual

to the bureaucracy. And unless we can assume thatial;.relation-

ships with bureaucracy produce alienation, then some other set of

factors is necessary. Additionally, Seeman's view seems to assume

that there is, on the part of the individual, some expectation of

control, or at least, reward.49 If this assumption is made, then

it'would seem that Seeman's learning theory-mass society rationale

is not basically incompatible with the Durkheimélertcn rationale,

but more an explication and extension of it for the 'mass society'

context. That is, given the nature of bureaucratic systems,

there is a distinct possibility that the individual will experi-

ence a discrepancy between his desire for control, meaning,

rewards, etc., and the control, meaning, rewards, etc., that he

actually achieves. In this manner, then, we can consider Seeman's

theoretical rationale as a part of the discrepancy rationale. As

we shall see later,‘Iaisanen has explicitly set out a series of

'discrepancy' conditions which can lead to Seaman‘s various forms

of alienation.50

Seeman suggests many possible consequences of alienation.
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”Alienation in turn results in al enated behavior, such as

political passivity, racial and religious prejudice, taking

part in movements that promise to usher in the millenium (but

have little immediate or practical effect) and the like."51

Perhaps his most provocative consequence is the degree to which

alienation prohibits the learning of new information that would

lead to a form of control by the individual over his situation.

If we are not misinterpreting Seaman, learning certain types of

information about a situation lead to control over it, or at

least to a sense of control. But in his study of hospitals and

reformatcries, he notes that alienation precludes learning of

this sort.52 Therefore, alienation may be spoken of as beget-

ting’more alienation—-or at least alienation sets up a situation

‘which may not be self-correcting, and is likely to be ever

increasing. Somewhat the same rationale is presented in his

study of unions and powerlessness, where he argues that to some

degree alienation is both a structural result of lack.of partici-

pation, and a activation 59.; 3g belong to organisations.53 And

again, it has the consequences of feeding upon itself, and

increasing.

In general, Seeman's contributions seem to lie in the area of

narrowly specifyingHwhat alienation is, so that it may be more

sharply distinguished from its antecedents and its consequences.

And although he relies upon a relatively general theory of mass

society as an antecedent condition, it does not appear to be in

conflict with the 'discrepancy' rationale set forth by Durkheim

and Herton.
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Clark, who also would appear to have been influenced by

Seaman, explicitly illustrates the possibility that alienation—-

and.in particular powerlessness-may indeed stem from a form of

the discrepancy between expectations and achievements.54 He

defines alienation as ”the degree to which man feels powerless

to achieve the role he has determined to be rightfully his in

specific situations."55 Further, ”a measure of alienation must

be a measure of the discrepancy between the power man believes

he has, and what he believes he should have-his estrangement

from.his rightful role."56 Although not explicitly stated, it

is evident that Clark feels that such a situation of discrepancy

(and therefore alienation) is more likely to develop in a large

bureaucratic situation. In characterising his study site, he

says that "this cooperative illustrates one of the most striking

trends in cooperative organisations in recent years, namely the

rapid shift from a small, community-centered, personal organiza-

tion to a large, sprawling, more complicated, and.impersonal

organisation."57

These definitions and comments indicate that Clark feels that

alienation is an individual state which results from a discrepancy

between cne's expectations and achievements, which is very likely

to occur in.mass societies. 'With respect to the consequences of

alienation Clark has little to say.

Following Seeman's lead in defining alienation, Dean has

attempted to develop empirical evidence regarding the separability

of the various types of alienation.58 Although Dean cites Seeman,

and follows his sub-types, there is a good bit of divergence
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between the two. Both Dean and Seeman define powerlessness in

approximately the same manner, as a state of helplessness, of

inability to control one's future. Normlessness, however, is

defined by Dean as consisting of two sub-sub-typesa purposeless-

ness and conflict or norms. Purposelessness is similar to

lacIver's anomy-a state in which the individual has lost his

values so that he has no guiding purposes or goals in his life.

The conflict of norms occurs, for example, when the individual

”incorporates in his personality conflicting norms such as the

standards of Christianity versus the success imperative, the

stimulation toward a constantly higher material standard of

living versus the practical denial of a high standard for many

people, and the alleged freedom of the individual versus the

factual limitations on his behavior."59 Both of these types of

normleesness are at variance‘with Seaman's definition of norms as

the high expectancy that illegitimate means are required to reach

a.given goal. Actually, Dean's definition of the purposelessness

component seems to approximate What Seeman would define as mean-

inglessness, i.e., ”the low expectancy that satisfactory predic-

60
tions about future outcomes of behavior can be made.” Dean's

third component, social isolation, although theoretically similar

to Seeman's, is cperationalised quite differently. Whereas

Seeman considers social isolation within the framework of rewards,

Dean discusses it in terms of the number of social contacts that

one has, and.the sense of separation from.groups'which is conse-

quently engendered. Generally, it would seem that Dean's consider—



stian of elie

than is e te

utilize the ‘

Because h'

cynical re

little to a:

sequences 0

“in tetra

”mute m

it Iould a

use" to

creating I

343m

mile: ‘

”Rural

Ham dc



27

ation of alienation is somewhat similar to Seeman's, although

there is a terminological difference in the way that they

utilise the various terms.

Because his study was primarily aimed at ascertaining

empirical relations between sub-types of alienation, Dean has

little to say in terms of the antecedent conditions and the con-

sequences of alienation. Given his hypotheses regarding relation-

ships between social status, age and urban residence, and his

comments regarding his study paralleling those of wondell Bell,

it would seem that he implicitly believes that differential

access to goals, or social status is an important variable

creating alienation.

‘ EaJda's conceptualisation of alienation is to some degree

similar to Nettler's notion regarding the isolation from the

cultural mainstream, and Dean's notion of social isolation.6‘

Hajda defines alienation as ”an individual's feeling of uneasi-

ness or discomfort which reflects his exclusion or self-exclusion

from social and cultural participation. It is an expression of

non-belonging or non-sharing, an uneasy awareness or perception of

62 Eadda further conceives ofunwelcome contrast‘with others.”

alienation—-as Srole does of anomia-as a continuum that cannot

be understood apart from the opposite feeling of ”belongingness.”

Given this continuum, then, everyone in a society may at some

situation or another, feel more or less alienated. Regarding the

conditions under which alienation varies, Hajda conceives offbur

major factors:
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(1) The number of qualitatively different collectivities

an individual belongs to and thus the number of subcultures

he participates in; (2) the extent to which the membership

in these collectivities is concentrically coordinated with,

grows out of, or is supported by the personal primary groups;

(3) the degree to which the ties to chronologically earlier

membership groups are not discarded or attenuated in favor

of a commitment to new and substantially different social

ties; (4) the extent to which the membership collectivities

to which one belongs represent or symbolize the main body

of the society and are infused with the prevalent values,

norms, beliefs.53

Although these are the general characteristics or conditions

which Hajda would see as associated with, or producing aliena-

tion, he would further maintain that there are many routes for

the development of alienation, dependent upon the particular

circumstances. With respect to the possible consequences of

alienation, Hajda has little to say. Again, it would seem that

the particular consequences would depend upon the particular

alienated group.

The last theoretical contributions to alienation theory

which we shall consider are those of Waisanen.64 In these efforts

Waisanen is explicitly formulating a rapprochement between the

various branches of alienation and anomie theory, as well as

theory from various scientific disciplines. Waisanen begins

with the notion that alienation is a consequence of the relatiar-

ship between the individual and the social system. He, then

hypothesizes that both the individual and the social system have

norms and goals. This, of course, raises the possibility of

several different types of discrepancies between individual and

social system, and between goals and norms. This logical proced-

ure produces a revision of Merton's paradigm. Then, waisanen
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relates the possibility of a discrepancy to the dissonance

theory of Pastinger using it as a meta-hypothesis to account

for the 'strain toward adaptations' which is so often absent

or implicitly assumed in the work of previous alienation-anomie

theorists. Basically, restinger's meta-hypothesis is: "If a

person knows two things, for example, something about himself

and something about the world in‘which he lives, which somehow

do not fit together, we will speak.of this as cognitive,giggggr

‘gngg,”65 Further, "if these two things do fit together, the

condition is consonance. Dissonance prompts behavior which

attempts to reduce the dissonance."66

To this framework, laisanen has attached what might be thought

of as ”general goals" of the individual; or consequential elements

that ”accrue to the person as he participates in the system . . .

[and] become part of his self system."67 These consequential

elements are: (1) "Familiarity [which] represents knowledge of,

and a belief in the rules of the social system; it . . . relates

to perceived stability. It makes patterned behavior possible.

It represents internalisation of norms, perception of appropriate-

ness of roles, and ability to manipulate facilities.” (2)”Power

[or] influence within the system. It related to perceived sig-

nificance and productivity, and.represents a consequence of eye-

temic evaluation of the productivity of the person. Power implies

knowledge of the processes of the system, and the influencing of

these processes.“ (3) "The operation of the social system also

yields sentiment, or affective ties with other members of the
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system."68 When the conditions of the relationship between

the person and the social system are discrepant, these consequen-

tial elements are not forthcoming, and Iaisanen would argue,

produce the conditions of powerlessness, normlessness and social

isolation to which Seeman refers. Although these alienative

elements will be present in any condition of discrepancy between

the individual and the social system, they, in and of themselves,

do not influence the direction which adaptations will take—or

to use the Pestinger terminology—they do not affect the mode of

dissonance reduction attempts.

Factors which do affect the form of the adaptation are similar

to the original Mertonian paradigm. Waisanen's introduction of

both personal and social system considerations, however, produces

an additional convergency with Seeman, and (:loward.69 Cloward

notes, and Seeman cites, the followings

It is our view that the most significant step in the with-

drawal cf sentiments supporting the legitimacy of conven-

tional norms is the attribution of the cause of failure to

the social order rather than to oneself . . .thther the

failure blames the social order or himself is of central

importance to the understanding of deviant ccnduct.70

If the individual sees the social system at fault, he will seek

changes in it, and vice versa. Il‘his additional element in

Iaisanen's reformulation clarifies the form of adaptations to,

or consequences of, alienation which were to some degree unclari-

fied in Seeman's thought. Additionally, it also specifies the

conditions of the relationship between the individual and the

social system which produce alienation—another factor which is

not present in Seeman's theoretical develczments regarding

alienation.
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waisanen's main contribution, then, has not been to alter

our picture of what the state of the alienated person is; basi-

cally, he appears to agree with Seeman. Rather, it is a clari-

fication of both the conditions under which alienation develops,

and the consequences under which certain forms of adaptation

develop. It is, also, an explicit statement of a meta-hypothesis

‘which.to some degree sustains the dynamics of the alienative

process, or the strain toward adaptation.

Summary of Alienation-Anemia Theory

1. There is an ever-present problem with terminology and

semantics. It is generally accepted that anomie refers to a

societal condition and that anomy, anomia and alienation refer to

an individual state. Others consider alienation to be the indi-

vidual reflection of societal anomie. This is not incongruent

with other usages but merely an additional semantic issue which

eventually should be resolved.

2. lost researchers using the term anomia study the anteced-

ents and consequent conditions, with anomia as an intervening

variable; an exception (and this will become clearer in the

section dealing with empirical studies) 1. the usage of the Srole

scale, which is frequently used in antecedent-anomia studies, as

well as anomiapconsequence studies. Theorists using the term

alienation often are concerned with the nature of alienation,

rather than its specific causes and/or consequences, although

more persons seemed to be concerned with consequences.

3. Host theorists*wou1d agree with the basic rationale of a
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discrepancy between an individual's goals and his actual

achievement of them as a cause of alienation/anomia. In cases

where this is not explicitly stated, it would appear that it is,

at least, logically consistent. Therefore, we can combine theo-

retical writings regarding alienation and ancmia—anomy.

4. Although it stems from a single general source, alienation/

anomia is generally thought to have various facets or sub-types,

generally following one or more of the Seeman variants. Addition-

ally, it is thought that alienation-at least at a theoretical

1evel-—should be conceptually separated from personal disorgani—

sation as‘well as other quasi-pathological phenomena. There is,

however, a general expectation that the sub-types, as well as the

pathological phenomena, will be found.empirica11y related to

each other. a problem stemming from this sort of conceptualisap

tion—-as we shall see later-is that many of the operationaliza-

tions are basically similar, and empirically have been found.to be

correlated. If they do, in fact, stem from a single source, we

could hardly expect them to be otherwise.

In summary, then, we can define alienation as a product of the

relationship of the individual and the social system, in which

there is a discrepancy between the individual's expectations and

achievements. Further, this condition creates for the individual,

feelings of a disturbing sort, which may embody powerlessness,

normleesness, etc. Although there is a theoretical basis for

separating the various forms of alienation, there must await

empirical proof of separability.
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Review of hpirical Alienation-Mamie Literature

Omrgticgliggtions of Alienation-Anon“

Following the general definition of alienation as a 'state of

mind', most scholars have tended to use ”attitude type" state-

ments as their measure of alienation. Host of these statements

more or less represent what a person who was alienated might feel

like, and thereby endorse. In discussing these various operation-

alisations, we will use Seeman's terminolog as our standard,

this being necessary because of the divergent terms which are

used by various writers.

Srcle's original anomia scale contained the following five

statements: (1) "There's little use writing to public officials

because often they aren't really interested in the problems of

the average man”; (2) ”Nowadays a person has to live pretty much

for today and let tomorrow take care of itself”; (3) ”In spite of

what some people say, the lot of the average man is getting

worse, not better"; (4) ”It’s hardly fair to bring children into

the world with the way things look fcr the future”; and (5)

"These days a person doesn't really know whom he can count on."71

Item one would seem to exemplify Seeman's ccnceptualisaticn

of powerlessness, in that it indicates an inability of the person

to influence what will happen to him, in the sense that he

cannot influence that which his leaders will do. Item two, by

indicating that "tomorrow” is essentially unpredictable, would

seem to exemplify Seeman's conceptualization of meaninglessness,
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i.e., predictions about future outcomes of behavior cannot be

made. Item four is of much the same character. Item five,

although construed by Srcle to mean social estrangement, would

seem to be the social isolation discussed by Dean, in terms

of the lack.of friendships, rather than estrangement from cul-

tural goals. Item three was meant by Srcle to indicate dissatis-

faction with the American progress ideal, and thereby rejection of

an American goal, or, cultural estrangement. Rut item three also

indicates a great deal of despair, or pessimism for the future.

Indeed, it has been opined that the entire Srcle scale measures

"despair” more than it does alienation or anemia.72

lettler's operationalisation of alienation is used by Seaman

as an example of the 'isolation' component of alienation, i.e.,

it reflects a dissatisfaction with, and rejection of, the values

of the majority society. Representative examples from Nettler's

11—item scale arse

Do you enjoy TV?

Do you read Reader's M?

Iere you interested in the recent national elections?

Do ;::;onal spectator-sports (football, baseball) interest

Do you believe human life is an expression of devine purpose,

or is it only the result of chance and evolution? 3

These sorts of items would appear to cperationalise a more or less

'intellectual alienation'.

Clark, in cperationalising alienation (or more specifically,

powerlessness) from a specific social system which an individual

participates in, asked a series of questions about the individ-

ual's feeling of influence within the social system. Specifically
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he askednwhc owned the cooperative, how much influence the individ-

ual felt he had in the cooperative, how much ’say' the individual

felt that members ought to have in the cooperative, the extent to

‘which he felt that he was a 'part-owner' of the cooperative, and

lastly, a rating by the interviewer of the identification that

the individual has with the cooperative.74 These items would

seem to indicate powerlessness in the Seaman sense, in that they

ask the individual how much influence and power he has over the

cooperative, which in turn has some influence over the life of

the individual.

Dean has operationalised alienation as a general measure,

and in addition, includes three sub-scales of powerlessness,

normleesness and social isolation. Dean's items aree

Powgrlegsness

1. There is little or nothing I can do towards preventing

a major 'shocting' war.

2. we are just so many cogs in the machinery of life.

3. The future looks very dismal.

4. There is little chance for promotion on the job unless

a.man gets a break.

5. There are so many decisions that have to be made today

that sometimes I could just blow up.

6. It is frightening'to be responsible for the development

of a little child.

7. Sometimes I have the feeling that other people are

using me.

8. Ie're so reghmented today that there's not much room

for choice even in personal matters.

lormlgssness

1. I often wonder what the meaning of life really is.

2. Peoples' ideas change so much that I‘wonder if'we'll

ever have anything to depend on.

3. Everything is relative and there just aren't any

definite rules to this life.

4. lith so many religious beliefs today one doesn't

really know which to believe.

5. I‘worry about the future facing today's children.
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6. The end often justifies the means.

7. The only thing one can be sure of today is that

he can be sure of nothing.

Socill Isolation

1. Sometimes I feel all alone in the world.

2. Real friends are as easy as ever to find.

3. People are just naturally friendly and helpful.

4. There are few dependable ties between people anymore.

5. I don't get invited out by friends as often as I'd

really like.

6. lost people today seldom feel lonely.

7. One can always find friends if he shows himself

n1.nd1ye

8. The world in which we live is basically a friendly

pltOO e 75

Inspecting these items, it becomes apparent that Dean is

treating social isolation, not as Seeman did (as rejection of

culturally valued goals), but more as the perception of loneli—

ness of the lack of friends. This is similar to Srcle's item,

”These days a person doesn't really know whom he can count on.”

Dean's notions of normleesness also seem to approximate what

Seeman.defined as meaningless, i.e., low expectancy of predict-

ing the future, with one exception (item number six) where he

states that ”The end often justifies the means”, which seems to

exemplify approval of illegitimate means to get ahead. In

addition, one must note in both powerlessness snd.normlessness,

Dean emphasises the degree to which the future is either dismal

or unpredictable. The two items concerning the future for

children (powerlessnesse item six, normleesnesse item five) are

similar to Srcle's item regarding the dismal future of children

in today's world. There'would, however, appear to be a good

deal of convergence between Dean's and Seaman's conceptualise-
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tion and cperationalization of powerlessness.

Rajda's operationalisations of alienation are similar to

Clark in that he was attempting to measure alienation*within

a particular occupational sphere, in this case the academic

occupations.76 Following his definition of alienation as a

feeling of exclusion or self-exclusion from cultural partici-

pation, or unwelcome contrast with others, Hajda asked respon-

dents "how often they felt uncomfortably different in the

presence of non-academic people because of their views on

religion, views on politics, great interest in a specialised

field that non-academic people do not understand, personal

tastes, and concern about solving social problems.”77 If a

person felt uncomfortable for these items, he was said to be

alienated. This operationalisation is similar to that of

Nettler, and would seem to represent a variant of Seaman‘s

notions of isolation, in that there is a concern with what

one is doing that is not in accord with the majority of the

society. Hajda, however, includes 'uneasiness' or discomfort

over this feeling as a factor in alienation. lettler and

Seeman, however, would not apparently think it necessary for

this discomfort to exist in order for alienation to exist.

Seeman, after his definitive, ”On the Meaning of Alienation",

undertook a series of other studies in which he operationalised

the 'powerlessness' component of alienation.78 Although his

scale has not been published in its entirety, nor has the writer

been able to obtain one, Seeman does provide us with four
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examples which he claims to be representative. They are

forced choice types and, as such, represent something of a

departure from the usual mode of asking attitude questions.

Seeman's items aree

1. (a) There's very little persons like myself can do to

improve world opinion of the United States.

(b) I think each of us can do a great deal to improve

world opinion of the United States.

2. (a) Persons like myself have little chance of protect-

ing our personal interests when they conflict with

those of strong pressure groups.

(b) I feel that we have adequate ways of coping with

pressure groups.

3. (a) Even if the odds are against you, it's possible to

come out on top by keeping at it.

(b) A person's future is largely a matter of what fate

has in store for him.

4. (a) Nowadays people just don't realise what an important

role luck plays in their lives.

(b) There is really no such thing as luck.

5. (a) Many times I have the feeling that I have little

influence over the things that happen to me.

(b) I do not believe that chance and luck are very

important in my life.

6. (a) Becoming a success is a matter of hard work; luck

has little or nothing to do with it.

(b) Getting a job depends mainly upon being at the

right place at the right time.

7. (a) The average citisen can have an influence on the

‘way the government is run.

(b) This world is run by the few people in power, and

there is not much the little guy can do about it.79

Seaman's original definition of powerlessness was in terms of

the ”expectancy of probability held by the individual that his

own behavior cannot determine the occurrence of the outcomes,

or reinforcements, he seeke."80 In his operationalisations,

however, Seeman does not ask the person for this simplistic

probability or expectation. Rather, he follows the usual
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practice of developing attitude type statements, which when

agreed or disagreed‘with,‘would characterize a person who hold

such a low probability. Seeman, thus, dilutes his relatively

narrow definition of alienation at the operational level. An

inspection of these items further reveals that they are somewhat

similar to Dean's items, especially his items regarding the

prevention of a 'shootingwwar', and promotion on the job stem—

ming from the 'breaks'. Seeman's items also bear some resem-

blance to Srcle's item regarding the uselessness of writing to

public officials.

Middleton, as a result of a survey of recent alienation-anomia

operationalisations, has attempted to develop attitude statements

81
which will elicit all current usages of alienation. Middleton's

items aree

Powerlgssness

There is not much that I can do about most of the

important problems that*we face today.

Meaninglessness

Things have become so complicated in the world today

that I really don't understand just what is going on.

Hormlessness

In order to get ahead in the world today, you are

forced to do some things which are not right.

Cultural Estranggment

I am not much interested in the TV programs, movies,

or magazines that most people seem to like.

Soci=1 lstrggemggt

I often feel lonely.

lstrgggement from work

I don't really enjoy most of the‘work that I do, but

I feel that I must do it in order to have other things

that I need and'want.82

Middleton's notions of powerlessness and meaninglessness seem

to parallel those of Seeman, and his notion of meaninglessness is
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very similar to Dean's notions of 'normlessness'. Middleton's

statement for normleesness explicitly follows Seeman's descrip-

tion of normleesness as the expectancy that unapproved means are

necessary to achieve a goal. Cultural estrangement is similar

to Seeman's definition of 'isclation', and Nettler's operation-

alisation of alienation, in that it represents the rejection of

contemporary mass society values. Social estrangement, as

Middleton lists it, is not included in the Seeman survey of

usages, but approximates Dean's usage of social isolation,

and Srcle's item about lack of friendship. Finally, Middleton

develops an item which elicits estrangement from work, and

seems to be very similar to Seeman's notion of 'self-estrange—

ment', i.e., the feeling that behavior has no intrinsic value,

but only in its effect or influence in obtaining future rewards.

In summary, it'would appear that there is some amount of

terminological confusion and empirical overlap at the operational

level, as‘well as at the theoretical level. In spite of this

overlap and confusion, however, there appear to be some rela-

tively clear-out usages. Powerlessness, for instance, is seen

by several writers (Dean, Seeman, Clark.and‘niddleton) as the

feeling of the individual that he cannot control, or has no

influence over, the majority of things that affect his life.

Isaninglessness, in the Seeman sense, is somewhat less clear-

out, both in terminology and empirical referents. Generally,

it wound appear that meaninglessness refers to the inability to

predict the outcome of any behavior. As such, the future
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appears as chaotic and dismal. This meaninglessness component

also would appear to be present to some degree in Srcle's second

and fourth items.

There appear to be two clear varieties of isolation: one

referring to the estrangement from, and rejection of, popular

values; and the other referring to exclusion from a social net-

‘wcrk.of social ties, e.g., friendships, etc. This latter variant

is present in Dean's social isolation scale, and in one item in

the Srole scale, as'well as the intentional item in the Middleton

set. Social isolation, as estrangement from mass values, is

represented in Nettler's and Hajda's treatments, and is more of

an alienation developed by intellectuals than by the man on the

street.

Be-examining Srole's scale, it would appear that it is a rela-

tively general scale, containing powerlessness, meaninglessness

and isolation from social ties, plus some content referring to

a general pessimistic outlook for the future, e.g., despair.

Dean's scales also contain these sorts of items, as well as some

items about the future. As such, these two scales‘would seem to

constitute the most general scales available in contemporary

“...-8. e

later-Correlations of Alienation Scale!

411though there is some basis for considering alienation as a

separate but related phenomena, some sort of empirical tests are

necessary. These are partially available, and an inspection of

them may be helpful. First, from the Middleton study, it would
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appear that all items are relatively highly inter—correlated,

with the exception of cultural estrangement (Table 1).

Table 1a Inter—Correlations of Types of Alienation* 83

Meaning Norm Cult. Social Est.

Estrange. Est. from work

Powerlessness .58 .61 .06 .54 .57

Meaninglessness - .59 .17 .46 .81

Normlessness - - .31 .48 .67

Cultural estrangement ‘- - - .08 .20

Social estrangement - "- — e71

 

* The number of cases is 256; the measure of association is

rule's Q. The values of 12 for all relationships for which

Q exceeds .30 are significant at the .05 level.

This would appear to give some justification for considering

cultural estrangement as a separate, independent entity.

From a variety of other studies, we can see other types of

inter-correlations between scales. Table 2 is constructed from

the studies of Dean, Nettler and Simmons.84 All figures are

product moment correlations, and are significant at the .05

level. ‘Where no information is available, ”n.aF is entered.

Table 20 Inter-Correlations of various Alienation.Measures

Icwerlessness Normlessness Social Nettler

 

 

Isolation

Srcle Scale .35(s) .25 s .23(s) 3o1(n)

.31 D

Powerlessness .43 S .53 S n.a.

.67 D .54 D

Hormlessness .33 S n.a.

.41 D

Social Isolation n.a.

Nettler

 

D I Dean

S - Simmons

N I Nettler
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These inter—correlations would seem to indicate that there

is some degree of empirical overlap between the various oper—

ationalisations of alienation, and its sub-types. The fact that

none of the correlations is very high, however, would also indi-

cate that there is considerable room for independent variance.

Two recent attempts to discover—-via factor analysis-dwhether

there is a common factor underlying these various operationali-

sations of alienation, do little to resolve our problem. Neal

and Bettig, in their factor analytic study, presented the follow-

ing purposes:

(1; To develop.measures of pmwerlessness and normleesness;

2 to test the orthogonality of the powerlessness and

normlessness measures from Srcle's anomie scale by means

of factor analysis; (3) to compare the structure of alien-

ation among'manual and nonpmanual workers; and (4) to

determine the relationship of status aspiration to the

powerlessness and normleesness dimensions of alienation.
85

lith these intentions, then, a series of items which measured

political and economic powerlessness and normleesness were

developed. Then, separate factor analyses‘were performed for

manual and non-manual workers separately, with nine factors

extracted. As expected, Srcle's anomie scale was found to be

orthogonal to alienation, and various forms of alienation were

found to be orthogonal to each other.

Struening and Richardson, in another factor analytic attempt

to determine the structure of the alienation-anomia-authoritar-

ianism nexus, found that the Srcle scale fell upon the general

dimension of 'alienation"which the alienation items also loaded

on.86 Their conclusion‘was that alienation and anomia (Srcle)
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were of the same general underlying factor. And to further

complicate matters, Cartwright has written a critique of the

Neal and Bettig article, stating that their factor analysis

provides no answers to the questions of the possible orthogo—

nality of the various factors.87 His principle reason is that

Neal and Rettig's analysis did not allow for the possibility of

oblique factors, and necessarily developed orthogonal factors.

Therefore, he argues, their hypotheses are neither confirmed nor

rejected.

Rel tionshi s of Alienation to Other Variables
  

Since the development of the Srcle scale for measuring anomia,

and.more recently, the development of various alienation scales,

there has been an explosion of empirical studies using these

scales. In this section, we will review these studies, although

our review cannot be exhaustive. Following our concern with

alienation as a state of explicitly operationalised feeling of

the individual, we will concern ourselves only with those studies

using an attitudinal type of alienation or anemia. Most of these

studies indicate a relationship between alienation and a more or

less 'pathological' variable.

By pursuing this review, we would also hope to note that

alienation is a relatively stable area of phenomena (however

it is operationalised) in that we hcpe to indicate that it is

related consistently to a set of antecedent structural variables

(usually social class) and to a set of consequential variables-

usually held to be of a quasi-pathological nature. ‘we shall
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conclude with a discussion of anomia as an intervening variable

between social class and these quasi-pathological variables.

One of the most consistent findings has been a relationship

between anomia/alienation and authoritarianism. In his original

piece, Srcle reports a relationship between anomia and authori-

tarianism, and prejudice, with anemia accounting for the rela-

tionship of authoritarianism to prejudice.88 Roberts and Rokeach,

on the other hand, contend that the relationship of authoritarian-

ism to predudioe did not disappear when anomia was controlled

for, but remained relatively high.89 Hobill, in a factor analyé

sis, finds about the same thing, i.e., that both anomia and

90
authoritarianism contribute equally to prejudice. Dean also

reports relationships between alienation (powerlessness, norm-

lessness and social isolation sub-scales) and authoritarianism.91

Throughout this set of studies, it is clear that there does exist

a relationship between alienation/anomia and authoritarianism-—

and prejudice towards ethnic minorities.

Other studies indicate that alienation/anomia is further

related to other forms of pathological behaviors or attitudes.

Simmons finds that anomia (Srcle scale) and alienation (Dean

scales) are related to misanthropy, low self-esteem, life dis-

satisfaction and attitude uncertainity.92 Rosenberg found that

alienation-as operationalised by faith in people-is related to

a willingness to use disapproved means in order to reach a

goal.93 Angell finds a relationship between anomia and a‘will-

ingness to invade other's privacy, as well as prejudice.94
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McPhail finds a relationship between alienation-—as measured

by the Dean scales—-and dogmatism.95 Rhodes finds that anomia

is related to one's level of aspiration, regardless of the

socio—econcmic level, with high anomia related to high aspire-

tions (discrepancy between occupational aspiration and father's

occupation)?6 Tumin and.Collins find a relationship between

low anemia and readiness to desegregate, although Photiadis and

Riggar found no relationship>of anomia to ethnic distance.9?’98

McDill and Ridley found that anemia and political alienation

‘were inversely related to voting, and having an opinion on

political issues.99 Pearlin found that alienation from work

'was related to isolated*working conditions, feelings of limited

achievement, dissatisfaction'with work rewards, and lack of

social ties with co-workers.100

lettler and Rajda find that alienation (as cultural estrange—

ment) is related to feelings of psychological instability‘lm’flm

Seeman, in his various studies, has found that the powerlessness

dimension of alienation is related to (1) learning new informa-

tion about a social system, (2) organisational participation,

(3) possession of objective knowledge about a social system,

and satisfaction with this knowledge.103

Perhaps the most significant and stable finding, however, is

the relationship between social status and anemia. This finds

ing has recurred numerous times, and with many different measures

of both anomia or alienation, and socio-economic status. In the

empirical inventory of anemia studies provided in Clinard's



hooie and 1

teen etudie:

there tee a;

These etl

lover clue

and to the

the reletio

f" lover o

 

 



47

Anemia d Deviant Behavior, we note that in all of the thir-

teen studies explicitly involving status and anomia/alienation,

there was an inverse relationship.104

These studies indeed lend credence to the notion that the

lower class contains disproportionate numbers of anomie persons,

and to the use of anomia as an interpretive variable explaining

the relationship of lower classness and deviant behavior. That

the lower class contains disproportionate numbers and examples

of social problems is too well known to require documentation.

m;

In summary, it would appear that as yet anomia, alienation

and the various sub—types of alienation are not highly inter-

related, nor do they form an empirical identity. It may be that

they are related to each other as are the different species of

the same genus, as opposed to species of different genera.

That is, at one level, using one set of comparisons, they are

very similar, but comparing them to some other phenomena, they

appear to be very different. All one could argue, at this

point, is that they should be kept separate in the study of the

relationship of alienation to variables of different genera.

If they are similarly related to this variable, then it is

obviously a logical difference between sub-types that makes no

empirical difference (at least for that variable).

0f the various types of alienation, it would appear from

both an empirical and operational point of view that the Seeman

variant of isolation-—or cultural estrangement of Middleton, or
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alienation of Nettler and Rajde—-is perhaps the most separable

and distinct element. Isolation or cultural estrangement,

however, is thought to be most characteristic of intellectuals,

and, therefore, perhaps should not be considered a phenomena

characteristic of mass society in general. If we recall Feuer's

comments, it also may be that this cultural estrangement factor

is the 'alienation' he is attributing to intellectuals.

At this point, we shall also begin to take into account the

characterizations of Rettler, Meier and Bell, and.McDill, re—

garding the nature of the Srcle scale, in particular.105

Nettler feels that the Srcle scale does not measure anomia,

but its correlate, despair. 'Meier and Bell concur, to a degree,

and state that:

‘Ie are convinced that these questions for the most part

measure despair, that is, utter hopelessness and discour-

agement . . . We emphasise the notion of despair in the

interpretation of our findings, although alienation

appears to be measured in some degree as well . . .‘We

have adapted the term 'anomia' to refer to the Srcle

scale, but other terms such as 'despair', 'hopelessness',

' discouragement' , ' personal disorganization' , ' demorali-

sation' (especially in the sense of disheartenment) in

our understanding of the phenomena being measured.165

MoDill, upon finding that the Srcle scale statements, authori-

tarianism, and prejudice, as well as economic factors loaded on

one factor in a factor analytic study, characterised this under-

lying dimension as:

A Ieltanschamg which is negative in nature, that is, it

represents a dim world view. The high loadings of all

five of the anomie items reflect . . . a lack of inter-

personal integration. Stated in other terms, this is the

perspectivebof being'mastered by threatening forces beyond

one's personal control . . . that the way to live and be

supported in this threatening'world is through obedience
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to authority figures and through conventionalism

or a rigid acceptance of the status quo. 107

Perhaps‘what is at issue here is the narrowness or specifi-

city of the definition of alienation. If anomia/alienation is

simply the discrepancy between desired and achieved goals (or as

Seeman implies, a low expectancy of control, etc.), then it is

clear that the Srcle scale, as well as others, do not measure

alienation. 0n the other hand, if anomia is the state of the

individual in such a situation, then that which is measured by

the various scales may also logically be thought of as aliena—

tion or anomia. It is instructive to note Seemsn's operational-

isations in this regard. Although he gives a relatively narrow

definition of alienation, his operational definitions-as indi-

cated by his scale statements-are relatively broad, and include

the personal feelings of the individual in the low expectancy

situation.

Given the stable, but relatively low inter-correlations, we

'weuld perhaps argue that 'despair' may be a sub-type of aliens-

tion, and subject to the same family-genus classification we

specified on the previous page.

Impirically, we note a high correlation between class and

anomia, and between anomia and social problems. To this point,

we can conclude that anomia,may”well be an intervening variable

between class and social problems. This sets the stage for a

consideration of other types of stratification variables which

are also related to social problems, and which may exemplify the

Durkheimélerton rationale and thereby create anomia.
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Social Mobility and Status Inconsistency

It has been indicated that anomia and alienation are relatively

stable phenomena in terms of their relationship to lower classness

and quasi-pathological behaviors. The rationale utilized to

explain these findings is the basic DurkheiméMerton theory regard-

ing the development of a discrepancy between those goals that a

lower-class person is able to achieve, and those goals which he

fells he should legitimately be able to attain. At this point,

we would seek to extend this rationale to include two other types

of stratification variables which logically may also produce anomia.

These are social mobility and status inconsistency. This section

presents the argument that there are both theoretical and empirical

reasons for making this extension. First, it may be illustrated

that social mobility and status inconsistency theoretically and

logically exemplify the DurkheiméMerton rationale; second, social

mobility and.status inconsistency are empirically related to a

number of quasi-pathological variables of the same sort that

anomia and lower classness are. Therefore, it would be congru-

ent to hypothesise a relationship between social mobility and

status inconsistency, and alienation.

Social Mobility

In Suicide, Durkheim explicitly singles out mobility as a

factor in creating conditions which in turn lead to anomia. In

downward.mobility, for example:

They [mobile persons] must reduce their requirements . . .

their moral education has recommenced. But society cannot

adjust them instantaneously to this new life and teach

them to practice the increased self-repression to which
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they are unaccustomed. So they are not adjusted to the

condition forced upon them, and its very prospect is

intolerable. 108

That is, persons who are downwardly mobile continue to base their

expectations for goal achievement upon their previous statuses,

but attain these goals with their new lowered status, so that a

discrepancy exists, which in turn creates anomia. Approximately

the same dynamic applies to upward mobility. In hie new higher

status, a person attains more goals than he could have expected

legitimately in hie old status. This, in turn, leads the mobile

person to doubt the efficacy and.legitimacy of all norms. Durkheim

also notes that when the efficacy of the norms as a limit to aspir—

ations is reduced, the aspirations of the individual spiral upward,

outstripping the attainments that even the new status can afford.

And again, a discrepancy exists between what the individual thinks

he should achieve, and what he actually achieves.

In contesporary sociology, this rationale has been little

modified, as is evident by inspecting Lipset's recent survey of

social mobility and its consequences:

Perhaps the most important key to an explanation of such

varying consequences of mobility . . . is the concept of

status discrepancies . . . The few analyses of the psycho—

logical dimension of this problem that have been made

indicate that status discrepancies may cause difficulties

in personal adjustment because of high self-evaluations 109

in one sphere of life conflict with low ones in another.

Lipset then goes on to cite Durkheim and his original rationale for

the relationship of mobility and anemia, presumably indicating that

.Durkheim's interpretation remains adequate.

This general rationale of strain is used to explain the rela-

tionships of mobility to mental illness,110 prejudice,111 social
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political apathy,113 or political liberalism

114

isolation,112

or radicalism, etc. Lipset also cites as evidence of the

pathological consequences, ”many recent books (The Exurbanites,

for example)[which] portray the damaging psychological conse-

quences of mobility and competition within elite professions.115

Although fairly numerous studies indicate the possible

damaging consequences of mobility, and utilise the discrepancy

rationale as an explanatory device, only one study explicitly

examines the relationship between social mobility and anemia,

per so. This was done by.Meier and Bell, and the relationship

116 Among those of low status: the upwardly
is far from clear.

mobile were less anomie than the stable and downwardly mobile;

for higher status persons, however, the stable were the least

anomie. This would seem to indicate some degree of interaction

or contamination of social mobility with average status. ‘we shall

return to the relationship of status inconsistency, social mobil-

ity and average status in a later section.

Status Inconsistency

Status inconsistency had its beginning*with Hughes' concern

over status as position, and Benoit-Smullyan's concern with

various types of status.117 Hughes argues that a position came

to have associated with it, certain non-essential or secondary,

yet 'oharaoteristic' factors, e.g., the position ”doctor" has

attached.to it the characteristics of also being male, white and

somewhat older. Hughes was concerned, then, with persons fitting

the primary characteristic of a role but not the secondary char-
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acteristics, e.g., the doctor who is young, Negro and female.

He argues that such persons were often placed in ambiguous

situations because others had come to expect the secondary char-

acteristics as well as the primary characteristics, and the Negro

doctor violated these expectations. Given this ambiguous status

set, then, the person may be forced to make some sorts of accom-

modations to this unusual situation.

Bencit-Smullyan, however,‘was concerned.with the degree to

which one conceives of status as a unidimensional or multi-dimenp

sional phenomenae Many persons, like Hollingshead and‘larner, for

example, utilise a uni-dimensional conceptualization.118 They

conceive of social status as a single underlying variable, and

then take a number of variables as indicators of positions on

this unidimensional continuum. This set of indicators is then

'weighted, etc. (or more likely, averaged) so as to obtain the best

possible index of the person's standing on the status or social

class continuum. Others, however, conceive of status as being

composed of several different variables, and not necessarily

unidimensional, or as indicative or average standing on a general

continuum. Given this possibility, then, there also exists the

possibility what a person's scores on the set of variables may

or may not be congruent, i.e., there may be more or less vari-

ance in the individual status set.

It‘was not until 1954 that the possibility of a multi-dimen-

sional view of social class was acted upon, by Lenski, in his

original paper, "Status Crystallization: A.lon-Vertical Dimen-
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sion of Social Status."119 In this paper, there was little by

‘way of a priori theory, except to suggest that a person in such

an inconsistent, or incongruent position, would in some way be

subject to strain. Lenski argues that persons with uncrystal—

lised statuses would be more liberal than would.those persons

‘who had congruent statuses. After testing this hypothesis,

and finding a relationship between inconsistency and liberalism,

Lenski suggested the 93.1139. explanatory devices citing Hughes'

example of the Negro doctor, he argues that persons who occupy

different positions on several different status hierarchies

'would be more likely to have experiences of an unpleasant and

frustrating nature, which'wculd lead them to search for an

avenue of escape, or rectification of this frustrating situation.

Although there were several studies using status inconsis-

tency, little else was done of a theoretical nature regarding

this new variable. Sampson, however, places status inconsis-

tency squarely in the Merton-Durkheim tradition, by emphasis-

ing the expectations that accompany statuses, and arguing that

when one occupies discrepant statuses, then one is also subject

12° Sampson discussesto contradictory expectations of others.

”expectations" in the interpersonal behavior context. It'would

also appear logical to place it into the more general "goal at-

tainment” context (i.e., cne's expectations of rewards are based

upon the statuses that one holds). Then, he places this possi-

bility of discrepancy into the psychological framework of

restinger's dissonance theory, and.argues that status inconsis-
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tency also produces cognitive dissonance, which in turn produces

a strain towards reduction of the dissonance. Thus, the incon-

sistent person is called upon to make efforts that would not be

called out in a person who occupied consistent statuses.

Interestingly enough, the convergence developed by Sampson

is reminescent of the convergence in alienation theory by

121 By fm-ther placing these two theories into logi-Iaisanen.

cal tandem, we are able to demonstrate a logical theoretical

link between status inconsistency and alienation/anomia.

Aside from theoretical reasons, there would also appear to

be empirical reasons for suggesting such a relationship. If

alienation is an intervening variable betwaen social conditions

which produce discrepancies in expectations, and more or less

pathological behaviors, then status inconsistency, Just as

average status and social mobility, should be related to various

forms of behaviors which can be construed as 'adaptive' or

pathological. These sorts of relationships appear to exist.

In Lenski's original study, for example, he finds a relation-

ship between status inconsistency and political liberalism, and

interprets political liberalism to be an effort at changing the

nature of the social order so that discrepancies in status will

not exist . 122 Further, Goffman finds a relationship between

status inconsistency and expression of a desire for a change in

the distribution of power, and Geschwender finds that incon-

sistents are much more likely to participate in change-oriented

acups.123’124 Ringer and Sills find that inconsistents are

much more likely to be political extremists than consistents."25
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In terms of more explicitly pathological types of behaviors,

Jackson finds that inconsistents are more likely to exhibit

symptoms of psychological stress, and Lenski finds that incon-

sistents are more likely to be socially isolated, than are

ocnsistents.126’127 Geschwender also has evidence that incon-

sistents are more likely toe (1) express hostilities toward

minority groups in the work force, e.g., women, Negroes and

foreign born; (2) have higher geographical and horizontal Job

mobility; (3) express less satisfaction with their Job and their

neighborhood.“28 The author also had data which indicate that

inconsistents rate themselves lower as to where they stand at

present on a rating scale with the best possible life they can

imagine at one end, and the worst possible life at the other."29

In emery, our argument states that social mobility and

status inconsistency exemplify conditions which may produce a

strain betwun that which an actor expects, and that which he

actually obtains. Following Durkheim, we would argue that

statuses are composed of sets of norms, which specify the rights

and privileges or rewards associated with the status, as well

as the behaviors which are required of such statuses. Further,

knowledge of various statuses furnishes persons not only with

a guide to their own behaviors and expectations, but with a set

of expectations for other persons in particular statuses. Now,

in a society with a large degree of specialisation and loose

integ-ation, it is possible for various statuses also to be

loosely articulated, so that at any one time, an individual may

possess several different statuses. It is also possible for a
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person to develop expectations based upon any one status or

any combination of these statuses, and have other persons make

expectations of him, based upon any combination of these

statuses.

If these statuses are not supportive or congruent, then, the

actor is in a position of conflicting demands and expectations.

Consider the status inconsistency situation where a person may

have a high educational status, and a low occupational status.

If the person bases his expectation of rewards upon his high

educational status and expects high rewards, and he actually

obtains rewards or goals based upon his low occupational status,

then a discrepancy exists between the reward he expected and

what he actually obtained. This is not to argue that such an

expectation-achievement discrepancy will, in fact, always develop.

It is to argue, as did Horton with respect to the lower class,

that such persons are more likely to develop such a discrepancy

than are persons who do not possess such incongruent statuses.

And to the degree that they are more likely to develop discrep-

ancies, they are also more likely to develop alienation.

such the same rationale exists for social mobility, in that

the person develops expectations based on one status, and then

moves away from that status into another, so that the possibil-

ity of a discrepancy is more likely than if he had not been

mobile, either upward or downward.

Given the above discussion, it would appear Justifiable to

hypothesize a relationship between social status, social mobil-

ity, and status inconsistency and alienation, because they all
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exhibit the possibility of developing a discrepancy between

expectations and attainments. If they are, in fact, related

to alienation, this would constitute an extension and valida-

tion of the Durkheim-Merton rationale; if they are not related,

then‘we must seek some other explanation of the relationship

between average status and anomia, which has been amply demon-

strated. ‘lb must also, then, seek an alternative explanation

for the cisting relationships between mobility, inconsistency,

class and these more or less pathological characteristics.

Prior to a simple statement of hypotheses, however, the

issue of the inter-relationships of these three variables must

be discussed, as must the nature of alienation.

Relationship of Average Status, Social Mobility and Status

Inconsistency

Let us begin our discussion with the relationship of class to

alienation, and more or less use it as our base of presentation.

The rationale here is that there is within the cultural knowh

ledge of the United States, a set of specified goals, which are

applicable to all Americans. Then, as one gets closer to the

top of the stratification system, one should achieve propor-

tionately more of these culturally specified goals. And, con-

sequently, there should be proportionately lees alienation,

when one compares a higher status‘with a lower status. This

would appear to be the case.

The relationship of average status and social mobility with

respect to alienation, however, is not independent. Consider

umward.mobility, for instance. The very change itself is likely
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to create a discrepancy, and thereby create alienation. in

upwardly mobile person, however, has also moved up, and has a

higher status, so that when compared to lower-class persons,

he should have $23: alienation than they. In any case, one

could examine the effects of upward mobility, per so, only by

comparing within one class, stable and upwardly mobile persons.

Another factor mentioned by Meier and Bell, is that the upward

mobility per se is a goal achievement which may in fact mitigate

any adverse effects due to goals outstripping achievements.130

The issue of control, however, remains. For downwardly mobile

persons, the reverse of the above argument should operate. That

is, in addition to the mobility effects (which should produce

higher than average alienation) we also have the effects of the

newly lower status, as well as the ignominy of a recent decrease

in status. In this situation, however, the downwardly mobile

person should be more alienated than either the stable or the

upwardly mobile person. If we accmulate the various factors

operating in mobility, it would appear Justifiable to rank, in

terms of the expected amount of alienation, mobile persons of

m class in the following orders downwardly mobile, stable, and

upwardly mobile. The downwardly mobile should be the most alien-

ated because they have not only the newly acquired low status,

but also because of the ignominious effects of 'failure'.

Iith respect to the comparison of upwardly mobile and stable

persons of the same class level, there appear to be three empir-

ical alternatives, with three different theoretical interpreter-

tions. First, if the upwardly mobiles are no more alienated than
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the stables, then we would argue that the "success” of mobil-

ity equally balances the effect of the change per so, so that

the upwardly mobile person is no more or no less alienated than

the stable person. Second, if the upwardly mobile person is‘;gg§

alienated than the stable person, we would argue that the suc-

cess of mobility over—balances the effect of change, so that the

mobile person has achieved 2.9.12.2 of his goals than the person who

is stable in a class, and is thereby less alienated. Third, if

the upwardly mobile person is more alienated than the stable

person,'we would argue that the success of upward.mobility does

not counterbalance the effect of change per so, so that this

leads the mobile person to a state of high alienation compared

to the stable person.

Another confounding factor is the impossibility of a person

in the highest class being downwardly mobile, at least in terms

of intra-generational and likewise, it is impossible for a person

in the lowest class to be upwardly mobile. This is an artifact

of our mode of constructing the class index, but nevertheless,

it is unavoidable-if one uses intra-generational mobility as

his index of mobility. In order to obtain independence of

mobility from class-to thereby assure us of the logical possi-

bility of downwardly'mobile persons in the highest class levels

(and upwardly mobile persons in the lowest class leve1)-dwe

‘weuld suggest the use of inter-generational rather than intra-

generaticnal mobility.

Inter-generational mobility also has its share of problems.

In terms of the discrepancy created by mobility, and the amount
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of time available for ‘adjustment' to the discrepancy, it is

obvious that there is more 'adjustment time' in intergenera—

tional mobility than in intro-generational mobility. Due to

the differences in this adjustive potential, it is likely that

inter-generational mobility will produce less alienation than

would intra-generational mobility. In that Meier and Bell find

inter- as well as intra-generational mobility related to anomia,

we would still suggest that inter-generational mobility is a

more logically adequate measure for this study.131

As to the theoretical and logical relationships of status

inconsistency and social mobility, we can make few a priori

suggestions. It would appear that there are logically possible

relationships between almost any type of mobility and status in-

consistency. But it depends largely upon the type and operation-

alisation of mobility. We shall not delve deeply into this area

but suggest a few of the problems involved, and the tenative

resolution that we propose.

First, there is the general problem of inter- versus intra-

generational mobility. If we consider intros-generational mobil-

ity, then status inconsistency and mobility may be confounded.

hr example, a young college graduate, as yet non-mobile because

he has his first lowly Job with low income, may be classified

as inconsistent as his education is out of line with his Job

and income. But if he is interviewed after his mobility, he

may be classified as consistent. 0n the other hand, an older,

high school graduate, who has been occupationally mobile into a
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highly rated occupation, will be labeled as inconsistent. In

the former case, mobility resulted in consistency; in the latter,

it resulted in inconsistency. In any case, working out the

relationships between intrapgenerational mobility and status

inconsistency‘would.require an extensive history of the changes

in an individual's education, occupation and income, with cal-

culations of mobility and consistency at several stages of the

life cycle. This would also introduce a problem in the compara-

bility of life cycle stages and generations, as well as a high

degree of complexity.

Iith inter-generational mobility, the problem remains, but

perhaps is not so extensive. Insofar as occupations are cor-

related with other prestige factors, and especially with ethni-

city, then the inter-generational mobility of a son may produce

inconsistency. For example, if a father is a Negro laborer,

and a son is occupationally mobile, but not ethnically mobile,

he is mobile to an inconsistent position. Or, if a father is a

white banker, then an occupational mobile (downward) son may

move into an inconsistent situation. These are the only fore-

seeable logical possibilities of spuriousness in the status

inconsistency mobility nexus.

Perhaps the most serious control problem stems from the fact

that status inconsistency is not logically independent of status.

It is logically impossible for persons who are in the highest

and lowest average status levels to be inconsistent by virtue of

the fact that to be in the lowest or highest class, individuals

must have consistently high or low ranks on all dimensions.
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Average status, in the middle status ranges, may occur if the

person is consistently middle on all dimensions‘2£_if his middle

status is a combination of both high and low statuses. And it

is only in the exact middle of the status range that one can

expect the highest degrees of inconsistency.

As with mobility, then, the possibility exists that the simul-

taneous effects of status inconsistency and average status will

confound each other in these middle levels. That is, as one

increases status he is decreasing the likelihood of alienation.

But also, as one increases status, from low to middle levels, one

is more likely (logically) to be inconsistent-or at least in a

statistical-logical sense.

This problem of the confounding effects of status inconsist—

ency and average status has been recognised in previous studies,

but these previous attempts at handling the problem have left

much to be desired. Ienski and Landecker, for example, have

approached control by removing from the 'extremely inconsistent'

group those respondents with the most extreme status scores

(both high and low status) until the inconsistent and.consist-

ent levels had equal status averages.132’133 In effect, this

‘was a form of'matching. But only for the consistency level as

a group. And, it is not a random form of matching, i.e., the

high and low status persons'were not randomly selected, but

were removed systematically. This, of course, takes out of the

sample those persons who-—due to their extreme status positions-

might contribute most to a relationship between average status

and alienation.
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In view of the above, a shmple statement of a relationship

between status inconsistency, average status, and social mobil-

ity to alienation is not an adequate test; the hypothesis must

contain within it a statement of control. Therefore, we would

suggest a traditional form of multi-variant control. In order

to achieve this, though, one must have a relatively large number

of status groups or levels, so that there'will be several 'midp

dle range' levels of status in which inconsistency may vary.

This, of course, means that one must have a relatively large N

to assure sufficient representation in all status levels. ‘lith

these two conditions satisfied, it would be possible to hold

status more or less constant, and to observe the differences

in alienation among the various status inconsistency groups

‘within a given status level.

‘Iith respect to the tenative dependent variable, alienation,

there are two suggestions. First, we have observed that alien-

ation apparently has several related but partially independent

sub-dimensions. Specifically, our observation was that they

may constitute a unitary phenomena when placed in Juxtaposition

to some variables, yet independent phenomena when counterposed

to other variables. Therefore, our suggestion is that aliena—

tion be considered in its sub-dimensions for any study, and

that in that study a determination be made as to whether or not

alienation constitutes separate or a single dimension.

we must also recall the conclusions of‘McDill, and.Moier

and Bell, regarding the nature of much of this alienation-anomia
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phenomena, i.e., that it measure 'despair' or a ”negative

‘leltanschauung” rather than alienation or anomia.134 In the

event that this is so, we would suggest a logically indepen-

dent measure of satisfaction with one's life, or despair. This

measure can then be correlated.with alienation, and the various

stratification measures.

lith these qualifications, then, it is possible to state a

series of hypotheses regarding the relationship of stratification

to alienation.

Hypotheses

Our very general hypothesis is that if there are relationships

between average status, status inconsistency and social mobility

to alienation, then Durkheim-Merton discrepancy rationale is

once more validated. If all of these relationships are not

present, however, then a different explanatory rationale is

necessary to handle the relationships which do in fact exist,

particularly that of social class to alienation. Given the

nature of our arguments thus far, however, a more specific

detailed statement of hypotheses is deemed necessary.

1.‘Ie expect an inverse relationship between average status

and the various forms of alienation, i.e., powerlessness, norm-

lessness, social isolation, as well as to one's estimation of

his present standing, and his future outlook. That is, we

expect persons with lower average status to be more alienated

than persons‘with higher average status.

2. so expect little or no relationship between status incon-
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sistency and the various forms of alienation, estimation of

present standing, and future outlook.

3.‘lb expect that there will be a relationship between social

mobility and alienation, present standing, and future outlook.

Specifically, we expect that downwardly mobile persons will be

the most alienated, etc., and relatively little difference

between stable and upwardly mobile persons, with respect to

alienation, etc.

4. (a) we expect that the relationship between average status

and alienation, etc., to remain constant when controls for social

mobility and stat inconsistency are instituted.

(b) so expect that a relationship of status inconsistency to

alienation, etc., will become obvious when controls for average

status and social mobility are instituted. Literally, we would

expect that these relationships'will be pronounced and definite

‘when the controls are instituted, because of the removal of the

contaminating effects of average status and social mobility.

(c) we expect that the relationship of social mobility to

alienation, etc., remain constant or to increase when controls

for average status and status inconsistency are instituted.

Especially for average status, where the relationship of status

to alienation‘will be controlled, and the ”confounding” effects

for upwardly mobile persons are removed, i.e., in this instance,

‘we would expect that there will be a discrimination between stable

persons in a status level, and persons upwardly mobile to that

status level,‘with the latter category having the higher level

of alienation, etc.
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5. (a) We expect that the relationship of average status

to alienation, etc., will remain constant when controls for

status inconsistency and social mobility are instituted

simultaneously.

(b) so expect that the relationship between status incon-

sistency and alienation, etc., will be further intensified (over

the relationship we expect to appear at the second order level)

‘when simultaneous controls for average status and social

mobility are instituted.

(o) so expect that the relationship between social mobil-

ity and alienation, etc., will be further intensified and clari-

fied (over the relationship‘we expect to appear at the second

order level) when controls for average status and status incon-

sistency are instituted simultaneously.

Finally, we would note that the general hypothesis will be

tested only by testing specific hypotheses 4 and 5; hypotheses

1, 2, and 3 will not provide such a test. Hypothesis 1 will

(should it be confirmed) provide us with an estimate of valid—

ity, i.e., if there is a relationship in this study between

average status and alienation, we can assume that we are

measuring the same sort of phenomena that has been measured

in other studies reporting relationships between average status

and alienation.
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CHAPTER II

OPERATIONALIZATION OF MAJOR CONCEPTS

Introduction

In this chapter, the primary purpose shall be to operation-

alise the major concepts presented in our theoretical hypoth-

eses in the previous chapter. These concepts are: average

status, status inconsistency, social mobility, alienation and

its sub-dimensions of powerlessness, normleesness and social

isolation, present satisfaction with life, and outlook for the

future. After operationalisation of these major concepts, we

shall then attend to the context and design of the study itself,

the sample, analysis procedures, and conclude with a presenta-

tion of our hypotheses in operational form.

Average Status and Status Inconsistency

Average status and status inconsistency are to some degree

complementary aspects of the same concept, when operationalized.

Average status usually assumes a general, underlying unidimen-

sional status continuum, that may be indexed by the 'average' of

a person's standing on several different component measures of

status. Sometimes a simple average of positions on several

different components is taken: and other times a weighted average

is taken. In any case, the operationalisation of status-as-an-

average also raises the possibility of variance in the status

75
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set, i.e., the variance of.gigg component position around the

mean for all components. If each component has any validity

or effect on behavior independently of this created average,

then it is possible that the variance itself constitutes a

separate aspect of stratification. Or, at least, this is the

general argument advanced by this thesis, and by other strati-

fication theorists.1 Generally, we shall endeavor to follow

Lenski, and his develOpment of status inconsistency and

average status.

In developing these two concepts, we must first attend to

the selection of the component dimensions which make up both

average status and status inconsistency. .We shall follow

Lenski (and others) and use occupation, education, income and

ethnicity or ethnic background. we might note here that this

procedure indirectly assumes that the family is the basis of

status conferral. A wife, for instance, will have her average

status (and status inconsistency) based upon her husband‘s

occupation-unless she also has an occupation in which she

engages full-time-—the family's total income, her own educa-

tional level, and.her own ethnic background. This assumption

has frequently been criticized, but the only available alterna-

tive has been to remove from analysis all those females who do

not have full-time employment.2 This, of course, would amount to

almost half of the study sample, as well as half the population

to which we would like to generalize.

Following the selection of each dimension, a method of stand-
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ardizing a person's rank on each dimension must be arrived at,

so that a true average may be computed. This standardization

will be done by developing a cumulative percentile range for

each dimension, and assigning the person a percentile rank on

each dimension. These percentile ranks may be then averaged to

arrive at an 'average status'.

Status inconsistency will be computed according to the

following formula: SI -‘\/{(Xi.d. -- I”) . This pro-

cedure has the effect of minimizing small deviations, and.maxi-

 

mizing large deviations, when the 'X' is squared; then taking

the square root of the resultant sum has the effect of creating

an ”average variance” present in the status set (low scores would

then indicate low status inconsistency and high scores, high

inconsistency). Both the average status and status inconsist-

ency formulas create a possible range from 0-100; due to the

logical impossibility of grouped data having a percentile rank

of either 0% or 100%, however, the empirical range is likely to

be somewhat different.

Occupition

Following our notion of the family as the basic stratifica-

tion unit, each person was asked for the occupation of the head

of the household in which he lived and for his own occupation.

Where possible, the occupation of the head of the household was

utilized as the primary determinant of occupational status. In

those cases where a person was retired, and had no current occu-

pation, the pricr—to-retirement occupation‘was used. Again,



 

this invs

upon the

of his 11

Each 8

Census, C

assigned

0f prestl'

Prestige

Our Opera

categori,

the occu]

distribu-

host:

”when.

difficul

\'

Pre



78

this involves the assumption that a person's status depends

upon the occupation he followed (usually) for the majority

of his life.

Each occupation was then coded according to the 1960 U. 8.

Census, Occupational Classification. Each occupation was also

assigned the prestige score derived in the Duncan-Hatt analysis

of prestige of occupations.4 In the Duncan-Hatt study, these

prestige scores were then further transformed into deciles.

Our operaticnalization assigns the mid-point of the decile

categories as the percentile score (Figure 1). In summary, then,

the occupational component score is the percentile standing on a

distribution of occupational prestige.

Prestige percentiles were used rather than percentages of

occupational classifications per so, because of the general

difficulty in imputing status to these general classifications,

Figure 1: Derivation of Occupational Scores

 

Prestige Score Range Percentile Score

0 - 42 05

43 - 52 15

53 25

54 - 57 35

58 - 59 45

60 - 64 55

65 - 67 65

68 - 70 75

714- 75 85

76 -'99 95

 

i.e., professional, technical, etc. In addition, it allows us a

larger amount of variability of occupational statuses. Finally,

‘by using a prestige score which is predicted from education and

income (or oorrelated.with it), we are using a score for occupa-
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tion which is very likely to be consistent with education and

income, at least. That is, our test will be somewhat conserva-

tive in that we have built in a factor making for consistency.

This will have the effect of allowing only gross and clear-cut

discrepancies between occupation, and education and income, to

show'up.

Education
 

Each respondent was also asked how many years of school he or

she had completed. Then, in order to obtain percentile ranges

and.ranks, the sample percentages in various categories were

used, which produced the following range:

Figure 2: Derivation of Education Scores

 

 

Educational ‘ Percent Cumulative - Midpoint

Level in Percentile PRS*

Sample Range-

None or 1-4 yrs 5.0 0 - 5.0 02

5-7 yrs 10.3 5.1 - 15.3 10

8 yrs 19.8 15e4 " 35e1 25

9-11 yrs 16.1 35.2 - 51.2 43

H.S. graduate 26.4 51.3 - 77.6 64

Technical, trade or

business school 4.0 77.7 - 81.6 79

1-3 yrs college 9.6 81.7 - 91.2 86

College graduate or more 8.7 91.3 - 99.9 95

 

7 Percentile Rank Score.

Income
 

In order to compute income percentile rank scores, the sample

statistics were again used. The question in the schedule used to

elicit this information asksdihe family's total income last year.

This was done in line'with our assumptions about the familial

unit as the status conferral unit. The following percentile
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rank scores were developed:

Figure 3: Derivation of Income Scores

 

Income Percent Cumulative Midpoint

in Percentile PBS*

Sample Range

8 0 - 999 4.6 0 - 4.6 02

1,000 - 1,499 3.6 4.7 - 8.2 06

2,000 - 2,499 5.7 12.3 - 17.9 15

2,500 - 2,999 4.2 18.0 - 22.1 20

4,000 - 4,999 11.4 30.9 - 42.2 36

5:000 - 5,999 22.3 42.3 - 64-5 53

7:000 - 9:999 17.? 64-6 - 82.2 73

10,000 - 14,999 10.0 82.3 - 92.2 87

15,000 + 3e6 92e3 - 95e8 94

 

a

Percentile Rank Score.

Ethnicity

Ethnicitwaas the most difficult dimension of all to con-

struct. Generally,‘we followed Lenski's and Jackson's procedp

ure for developing this dimension.5 Four ranked levels of

ethnicity were posited as follows:

High a 01d American, Canadian, or English

b Northwest European descent

0 Southeast Eurcpean descent

Low d Ne , Asian, Jewish, or Spanish—s aking

finally Mexican or Puerto Rican

This ranking procedure follows closely Bogardus' scale of

social distances from various ethnic groups.6 If a respondent

was himself, or if his parents or grandparents were, born in any

of the above countries, the respondent was thusly classified. If

there were parents or grandparents born in classifications which

'would have put them in different levels, the paternal lineage

‘was taken first on the assumption that ethnic identity plus

ethnic surnames follow the paternal lineage more so than the



 

maternal 1:

did not km

was name

After 01

and cumula

Percentile

 



81

maternal lineage. If the respondent could not remember, or

did not know, where his parents or grandparents were born, it

‘was assumed that he was an "Old American".

After classifications were made for the sample, percentages

and cumulative percentile ranges were obtained, from which

percentile rank scores were assigned as follows:

Figure 4: Derivation of Ethnicity Scores

 

Group Percent Cumulative Percentile

Percentile Rank

Range

Lo

Negro,Asian,etc. 19.0 0 - 19.0 09

S.E.Eur0pean 9e4 19e1 -' 28e4 24

N.W.European 23.0 28e5 "' 51e4 41

Old American 47e7 51e5 "' 99e1 76

Hi .

 

Average Status——Status Inconsistency

With these scores, then, each person's average status and

status inconsistency were computed. If a person had any three

of these scores, a computation was made: if, however, two or

more were incomplete (i.e., if no information about that com-

ponent was available), a computation was not made, and thus

no score was obtained. Of 1,528 respondents, only 6 lacked

sufficient information to compute average status or status incon-

sistency. The empirical distributions ranged from 4-90 for

average status, and from 1-90 for status inconsistency. ‘Examples

of average status and status inconsistency which will illustrate

various points along these ranges are as follows:

(a) Negro M.D., making 810,000 a year Average Status 71

Status Inconsistency 73
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(b) Jewish college professor making 88,000 a year

Average Status 68

Status Inconsistency 70

(c) Negro insurance salesman, 7th grade education

making 815,000 a year Average Status 52

Status Inconsistency 85

(«1) 01d American medical technician, with technical

training, making 87,200 a year Average Status 76

Status Inconsistency 4

The distributions of average status and status inconsistency

thus developed were then categorized into ten categories of

approximately ten percent each for the initial analysis of the

relationship of each variable to alienation, etc. In the

multi-variate stage of our analysis these ten categories were

further collapsed into five for the average status variable,

and three fer the status inconsistency variable. Table 1

(see p. 83) presents the limits of these categories.

Social Mobility

Fellowing our suggestions of the previous chapter, we shall

use inter—generational mobility, rather than intra-generational

mobility. And more specifically, we shall use a relatively

simple measure of occupational mobility as our indicator of

social mobility. In measuring occupational mobility, we shall

take the difference between father's occupation and son's

occupation: for females, we shall take the difference between

her father's occupation and her husband's. In classifying

occupation, we shall use a simple blue-collar versus white-

collar dichotomy. we realise that this is a relatively simple

measure, but there are several reasons for doing so. First,
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Table 1: Distributions and Collapse Limits for Categorization

of Average Status and Status Inconsistency

 

AVERAGE STATUS

  

 

Score Range Ten Category Limits Five Category Limits

N % N

4.- 26 147 9.7 291 19.2

35" 42 146 9.6 309 20.3

49 - 53 149 9.8 316 20.7

54 - 59 167 10.9

60 - 65 175 11.4 334 21.9

66 - 70 159 10.5

71 - 76 137 9.0 272 17.9

Totals 1,522 100.0 1,522 100.0

STATUS INCONSISTENCY

Score Range Ten Category Limits Five Category';?mits

 

N 76 N

IIlIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII-IIIIIHIIIIIIIIIIIIII

17 - 23 157 10.3 439 28.8

29 - 32 154 10.1

38 - 41 153 10.4 598 39.3

52 .. 57 164 10.8 485 31.9

Totals 1,522 100.0 1,522 100.0

 

there were the general demands of interview time, and to obtain

intra—generational mobility requires that one plot a progression

of Jobs for each respondent-a time-consuming endeavor. Second,

it is not likely that a'wife‘will always be aware of her hus-

band’s first Job, although she may be aware of her father's Job

(or at least the Job he held during the prime years of his life).

This allows us to utilize more data with more generalizability.
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And, finally, intra—generational mobility creates problems

of the different prestige levels of jobs at different points

in time.

Operationally, we shall define white-collar workers as those

engaged in the census occupational categories of: (1) profes-

sional, technical and kindred: (2) managers and prOprietors;

(3) clerical workers: and (4) sales workers. All others will

be classified as blue-collar workers. This is generally in

line with most other studies of blue-collar to white-collar

inter-generational mobility.7 If the head of a household has

a blue—collar occupation, and the respondent's father held a

blue-collar occupation, or if the head of the household holds

a white-collar occupation, and the respondent's father held a

‘white-oollar occupation, then the respondent'will be classified

as stable, i.e., nonpmobile. If the father was blue-collar, and

the respondent is white-collar, then the respondent will be

classified as upwardly mobile: if the reverse is true, then

the respondent will be classified as downwardly mobile.

Use of this schema produced the following percentages in

our sample: Downwardly mobile 8.65%, Stable 68%, and Upwardly

mobile 23.3%.

Alienation

Introduction

In operationalising alienation, a decision was made to use

the Dean scales, with their division into sub-scales. These

scales were selected because of their generality, and their

initial separation into sub-scales. Because of the cross-cul-
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tural approach, as well as the use of national sample, it was

felt that a general scale would be more advantageous than any

of the more specific scales available at that time, e.g.,

Nettler's, etc.8 Also, following our conclusion regarding the

desirability of attempting to separate alienation into as many

possible components as possible in any study, we must note that

the Dean scale is the only scale which attempts this separation.

The Dean scales were not simply adopted in Mg; rather a

series of Guttman scaling analyses were performed to insure the

unidimensionality of each sub-scale. we must note that this

was not done in the original Dean analysis, and that there was

therefore no assurance of unidimensionality. This analysis

would also provide us a test of the separability of the various

dimensions of alienation. All in all, three separate scaling

analyses were performed, with three separate pepulations: first,

a student sample from Michigan State University: second, samples

of the adult population of Lansing, Michigan: and last, the sub-

sample of a random national sample used in the actual study.

Student Sample

The student sample was performed in the summer of 1962, using

100 students drawn from social psychology classes. These sapho-

more-level classes were open to Juniors and seniors, as well as

graduate students; in addition, summer school attracts more

adults than otherwise is the case. Therefore, the sample is

somewhat more heterogeneous than the usual introductory class

sample of freshmen. These students were administered the full
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scales, with five possible response categories (Figure 5):

strongly agree, slightly agree, don't know, slightly disagree,

strongly disagree. The Guttman analysis used was the modified

‘Waisanen technique.
9

Figure 5: Dean's Items Used in Operationalizing Alienation

 

Powerlessness:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

There is little or nothing I can do towards preventing

a major 'shooting'war'.

we are just so many cogs in the machinery of life.

The future looks very dismal.

There is little chance for promotion on the job unless

a man gets a break.

There are so many decisions that have to be made today

that sometimes I could Just blow up.

It is frightening to be responsible for the development

of a little child.

Sometimes I have the feeling that other people are using

m.e

8. We're so regimented today that there's not much room for

choice even in personal matters.

Normlessness:

1. I often wonder what the meaning of life really is.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

PeOples' ideas change so much that I wonder if we'll

ever have anything to depend on.

Everything is relative and there Just aren't any definite

rules to this life.

With so many religious beliefs today one doesn't really

know’which to believe.

I worry about the future facing today's children.

The and often justifies the means.

The only thing one can be sure of today is that he can be

sure of nothing.

Social Isolation:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

Sometimes I feel all alone in the world.

Real friends are as easy as ever to find.

PeOple are Just naturally friendly and helpful.

There are few dependable ties between people anymore.

I don't get invited out by friends as often as I'd

really like.

Most pecple today seldom feel lonely.

One can always find friends if he shows himself friendly.

The world in which we live is basically a friendly place.

 

First, an attempt was made to scale all of the alienation items

together, to see if, in fact, a common scale should be developed.
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This was not possible; neither a sufficiently high coefficient

of reproducibility, nor an even distribution of scale types,

could be achieved. Even with the removal of several items, the

C.R. was not increased appreciably. Therefore, it was assumed

that no general dimension of alienation existed. No combination

of various sub—scales was attempted at this time. And, as will

‘be evident from our last scaling analysis, perhaps this should

have been done. However, hindsight is always so much better

than foresight.

When each sub-scale was submitted to scaling analysis separa-

tely, however, appreciable C.R.‘s were obtained, as well as a

relatively even distribution of scale types. Several items were

dropped so as to require an inspection of content to assure that

the basic meaning of the scale had not changed.

The powerlessness sub—scale achieved a C.R. of .928. Items

which did not scale, and.were dropped, were items 1 and 3 (see

Figure 5). Removal of item 1 regarding a 'shooting‘war' would

seem to remove a more or less "political” item from the scale,

i.e., an item referring to a political or international context,

and thus leave the total scale a more general one. Item 3,

regarding the dismal future, would seem to remove the only

clearly future referent in the scale, perhaps typing the entire

scale as one more oriented to the ”here and now” definition of

the situation.

The normleesness sub-scale achieved a C.R. of .94. with

items 5, 6, and 7 being drOpped in order to meet scale criteria.

This would seem to leave the total scale with a clear referent
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to the ”unpredictability of life". Item 6, which refers to an

expectancy of using illegitimate means-—or the Seeman variant of

normleesness——is removed, which would seem to clarify or specify

the referent of the total scale as "meaninglessness" in the

Seeman sense. Item 5 refers to a dismal future for children, and

is perhaps more characteristic of powerlessness, because the item

referring to children in the powerlessness scale remained. With

respect to item 7, few "face" reasons can be seen for its fail-

ure to scale.

The social isolation sub-scale achieved a C.R. of .93, with

items 5, 6, 7 and 8 dropped in order to meet scale criteria.

Inspection of the content of the dropped items, in comparison

to the remaining items, reveals little if any differences. The

remaining items do, however, form a statistically unidimensional

scale.

Adult Sample

The items which were scalable in the M.S.U. student sample

'were then tested on the following samples: (1) a sample of

adult (male and female) heads of households in the Lansing and

East Lansing, Michigan area; (2) a sample of persons in a

technical training school in San Antonio, Texas, who were from

all over South America and Central America, with the majority

10’ and (3) a.sample of adult heads of households infrom‘Mexico

Japan. Guttman scalingHwas carried out in an attempt to find items

‘which‘wculd meet scale criteria in all three of these samples.

In addition, as many items as possible were cut out in an effort
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to reduce the amount of interview time devoted to this section.

Eventually, two items were selected from each scale which would

give maximum representation of the entire scale.

This attempt at cross-cultural scaling raised many interesting

and perplexing problems in the methodology and theory of scale

analysis. Generally, the most perplexing problem was whether

or not to lump respondents from all samples together, or to

perfbrm a scale analysis for each sample separately and inde-

pendently. The decision was made to scale each sample separately,

*with an attempt to use common items, item order and cutting

points. If we had lumped all samples together, there would

have been a serious possibility of non-random distribution of

respondents in the scale analysis (i.e., respondents from one

cultural sample might have clustered around a certain scale

type). And, had this occurred, it would have been very diffi-

cult to get any amount of variation within any one sample.

That is, there was the possibility that an item would be agreed

‘with by all Japanese, and disagreed with by all Americans. This

non-random distribution would not have shown up in the scaling

analysis per as. Its consequences though, would have been to

place every respondent in the same category for responses to

that question when an analysis of that sample‘glgngboccurred,

i.e., an item'would not differentiate within the Japanese

pOpulation.

By pursuing an independent analysis for each sample, we would

check not only the C.R., but discriminability and distribution of
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scale types within each sample, and between samples, until the

best set of items were found (i.e., items which would produce

the maximum discriminability and distribution in all three

samples). Another problem which arose was the translation of

the English items into Japanese and Spanish. This required

modification of some items, in order to obtain maximum "meaning”

comparability. Where modified items were inserted into the

final scale, it will be noted.

Items retained for the powerlessness sub—scale were 4 and 5,

'with a C.R. of .95 for the American sample. (The coefficient

for the Japanese sample was .93 and .97 for the Spanish sample.)

In order to make item 4 applicable to persons without extensive

job and‘work experience, and in order to translate, it‘was modi-

fied to read: "There is little chance to get ahead in this life

unless a man knows the right people.” This modification did not

seem to affect the content or the scalability of the remaining

two item scale. An inspection of the content of these remaining

two items, compared to the items out out, reveals little differ-

ence. Item 4 contains a general referent, and item 7 contains a

personal referent. All in all, the content would seem to refer

to the inability to exert control over things that happen in life.

Items retained for the normleesness scale were 1 and 2; again

'with a personal referent and a general referent. The coefficient

of reproducibility was .93 for the American sample, .95 for the

Spanish sample, and .88 for the Japanese sample. Again, the

:referent of the total scale would seem.to be the lack of order

and predictability in life. With the cancellation of item 4,
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referring to the multitude of religious beliefs, the remaining

two items would seem to have a more general referent than

previously.

Items retained for the social isolation sub-scale were 1 and

2, with a C.R. of .97 for the American sample, .94 for the

11 Again, theSpanish sample, and .77 for the Japanese sample.

items have one general and one personal referent. Item 4 had

to be dropped due to translation problems, both in Spanish and

Japanese. The content of the remaining two item scale would

seem to apply both to a sense of loneliness and isolation-—

"I feel all alone in the world"-—as well as to a feeling of

actual social contact with persons.

These items were included in the final version of the sched-

ule, and were administered to national samples of five nations.

Sub-Sample of Achieved Samplg_

When the sample of 1,528 respondents had been completed, and

the interviews returned, a sub-sample of 150 was drawn (every

tenth interview, with a random starting point), and a third

Guttman analysis was performed. This last analysis used the same

item orders and cutting points as had been arrived at in the

previous analysis; thus this last analysis formed.more of a vali—

dation and check on our previous analyses than an independent

effort at scale construction. In this third analysis, not only

coefficients of reproducibility were figured, but also the

”improvement over chance.”12

For the normleesness scale, the C.R. . .912, and the I.O.C.-
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.81; for the powerlessness sub-scale, C.R. - .90 and I.0.C.- .78;

and for the social isolation sub-scale, C.R. - .90 and the

I.O.C. - .71. ‘We would assume from these values that the three

sub-scales do have some validity and unidimensionality, and thus

are an adequate specification and operationalisation of aliena-

tion. ‘With two items, each scale develops three scale types,

‘which can be labeled High, medium and Low powerlessness, etc.

In addition to the above scaling checks, a final heuristic

attempt was made to derive a general alienation scale, composed

of items from all three sub-scales. The attempt, using all

three sub—scales, again failed, as C.R.‘s and I.O.C.'s were

relatively low. However, a combination of the powerlessness

and.normlessness sub-scales did meet scaling criteria, with

a C.R. of .91, and an 1.0.0. of .66. Therefore, for heuristic

purposes, if nothing else, this scale was included in our

final analysis. It is termed the powerlessness—normlessness

scale, and being composed of four dichotomized items has five

possible values, from 0-4, with 4 representing high alienation,

and 0 representing low alienation. 'We also take this latter

scaling effort as some evidence of the empirical separability

of the social isolation component.

Life Satisfaction and Future Outlook

In response to the suggestions of Meier and Bell, Nettler

and McDill regarding the Srcle scale (and possibly alienation)

measuring 'despair' rather than alienation, we thought to

develop a more or less independent and general measure of
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despair cr dissatisfaction with one's life. 13 Further, because

alienation sometimes has a future connotation, we thought to

develop some measure of one's outlook for the future, in terms

of Optimism or pessimism.

A general technique for this sort of measure is the Cantril

Self-Anchoring satisfaction scale-or at least a modification

of it.14 Briefly, this technique asks the respondent to

describe, in detail, the best possible life that he could

imagine; and then the worst possible life imaginable. Then,

the respondent is asked to consider what he has described as

the best possible life as standing at the 'top' of a ladder with

11 rungs (0-10), and the worst possible life at the bottom. The

respondent is then shown a picture of such a ladder and asked

where he would place himself on the ladder as of right now;

where he thinks he stood five years ago, and where he thinks

he will stand five years from now. By having the respondent

describe the polar ends of the scale, Cantril wOuld suggest that

these ends are then 'anchored' in the respondents definition of

his life. In a sense, Cantril is taking many diverse views of

what the best and worst possible life constitutes, and is then

equating them by letting them form the extreme ends of a

common continuum-the ladder.

Our modification of this general technique was to ask the

respondent to 'imagine' the best possible life that he could

think of as standing at the top of the ladder, and the worst

possible life he could imagine at the bottom, and then to place

himself on the ladder as of right now, etc. Our primary modi-
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fication, then, consisted of asking the persons to imagine the

best and worst possible lives, rather than actually describing

them to the interviewer in detail.

The respondent's actual placement of himself on the ladder

was utilized as the score for 'present life standing'. In order

to obtain some indication of his outlook for the future, the

respondent's present standing on the ladder was compared with

his imagined future standing; if the future was higher than

the present, he was termed ”Optimistic"; if the future was

lower than the present, then he was defined as ”pessimistic";

and, if the future was about the same as the present, he was

defined as ”neutral”.

Operationally, we subtracted the respondent's score for

present standing from his score for future standing, and, in

order to remove any negative numbers, added a constant of 10.

This then produced a possible range of 0—20. Then the following

collapse limits were observed:

0 ~18 Pessimistic, with the future standing two or more

steps below the present.

9 -11 Neutral, with the future within one step, above

or below the present.

12 -20 Optimistic, with the future two or more steps

above the present.

In this fashion, a person with a present standing of ten,

and a future standing of ten, was classified as "neutral", as

‘was a person with a present standing of 0, and a future standing

or Go

Study Context

These operationalisations were carried out as a part of the
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Five Nations Project at Michigan State University—-a much larger

cross-cultural study of alienation, attitudes toward change,

and systemic linkage. The primary method of data collection

was a survey-type, one-hour interview administered to random

samples of five different nations-United States, Mexico,

Costa Rica, Japan and Finland. For this problem, however, only

the United States data were used.15 The inclusion of a small

study in such a large undertaking'made numerous concessions and

modifications necessary for the sake of the project as a whole.

Using a survey approach, for example, meant that all of the

necessary questions had to be fitted into a one-hour interview

schedule. This required the sacrifice of many items and ques-

tions which otherwise would have been beneficial. Items making

up scales and other indexes were kept to an absolute minimum.

The inclusion of the Japanese sample set the upper limit for the

time schedule-due to the necessity of many status formalities,

etc., which were required in Japanese interviewing procedures.

The cross-cultural approach also presented its difficulties

in that questions had to have cross—cultural applicability.

And, in order to obtain this comparability, it was frequently

necessary to resort to a relatively general level of meaning

and reference. In the case of attitude scales, many items

'were sacrificed before finding those which satisfied scale

requirements, cross-culturally.

Another requirement made necessary by the very size of the

undertaking was the use of computer facilities. This, in turn,

required relatively structured questions, etc., for ease in
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coding, and working out procedures which would be feasible for

computer application.

In any case, the final interview schedules were worked out

by the Five Nations Staff, of which the author was a part.16

The interviews in the United States were contracted out to

the Gallup Organization of Princeton, New Jersey, and were done

by their staff between September 2 and October 6, 1963. Coding

was also done by the Gallup staff, from codes constructed by

the Five Nations Staff. The analysis, however, was left up to

the Five Nations Staff.

Sample

The sample-—as well as the interview survey—ewes done by the

Gallup Organization of Princeton, New Jersey; it was composed

of 1,528 persons, age 21 or older. We shall quote from their

report as to the design of the sample:

The design of the sample is that of a probability sample

down to the block level in the case of urban areas, and to

segments of townships in the case of rural areas.

After stratifying the nation geographically and by size

of community in order to insure conformity of the sample

with the latest available estimate of the Census Bureau

of the distribution of the adult population, 143 different

sampling points or areas were selected on a strictly random

basis, with probability of selection proportional to pOpu-

lation size. An additional sample of 58 sampling points

were drawn in the same manner from the states of Texas,

New Mexico, Arizona, California, and Colorado. This proced-

ure, in effect, doubled the number of sampling points

drawn for these five states.

Approximately ten interviews were conducted in each such

randomly selected sampling point with the exception of the

sampling points in the five Southwestern states mentioned

above in each of which approximately five interviews were

conducted. The interviewers had no choice whatsoever con-

cerning the part of the city or county in which they con-

ducted their interviews. Interviewers were given maps of

the area to which they were assigned, with a starting point
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indicated, and required to follow a specified direction.

At each occupied dwelling unit, interviewers were instructed

to select respondents by following a prescribed systematic

method, and by a male-female assignment. This procedure was

followed until the assigned number of interviews was completed.

Since this sampling procedure is designed to produce a

sample which approximates the adult civilian population (age

21 or older) living in private households in the U.S. (that

is, excluding those in prisons and hospitals, hotels, reli-

gious and educational institutions, and on military reserva-

tions), the survey results can be applied to this population

for the purpose of projecting percentages into number of

people. The manner in which the sample is drawn also produces

a sample which approximates the pepulation of private households

in the United States.

The returned sample was balanced within each of four regions

(East, Midwest, South, and West? by educational attainment by

males and females, separately.

The sample is then, by definition and operation, representa-

tive for the characteristics of age, sex, education and region.

we must note that it is also more representative for the five

mentioned Southwestern states-because of the additional number

of sampling points-than for the rest of the nation, but the

exact amount is not known. This could not help but increase the

representativeness of the sample as a whole, and in no way could

it adversely affect representativeness.

While the sample is representative for the above-mentioned

variables, it would be worthwhile to examine the representative-

ness for other selected variables. To this end, we present the

tables below. All figures listed as "census" come from the

U.S. Summary of General Population Characteristics; confidence

levels and.margins are taken from the Gallup Report.

At the .95 percent confidence level, with percents near 90,

and N - 1,500, sample error margin is 1; 2%. For whites, the

confidence interval is 85.8% - 89.8%, which includes the census
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Table 2: Representativeness of Sample for Race

 

 

Nondwhite 12.2 11.4

 

figure. Therefore, we would conclude that the sample is repre-

sentative as far as the variable of race.

Table 33 Representativeness of Sample for Size of Place

 

 

 

Location Sample % Census %

Urban 7008 6909

Rural 29.2 30.1

 

At the .95 confidence level, for percents near 70, with

N u 750, sampling error margin 13.3. 4%» For urban, the confi-

dence interval is 66.8% - 74.8%, which includes the census figure.

Therefore, we would conclude that the sample is representative

as far as the variable of size of place.

Because of inflation, income is subject to much more rapid

change than any of the other variables listed above. For this

reason, we have made an extrapolation from 1959 (when the census

'was taken) to 1963 (when the sample was taken) by estimating

the four—year increase in income as a fraction of the change

from 1950-1960. During this ten-year period, the percent in

the category, 84,999 or less, decreased 31.4%, or 3.14% per year.

For the four years from 1959-1963, then, we would expect a

change of approximately 12.6%.

At the confidence level of .95, with the percent near 40,

N - 750, sampling error is 1; 4%. For income, the confidence

level for 84,999 or less is 37.9% - 45.9%, which includes the
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Table 43 Representativeness for Sample for Income

 

  

  
 

Income Sample % Census %

1959 1953

$4,999 or 1983 41e9 52e2 "’ 12e6 . 39e6

5,000 or more 58e1 47e8 + 12e6 - 60e4

 

census figure. Therefore,'we would conclude that the sample is

representative as far as the variable of income.

we would conclude from the above that the sample is repre-

sentative of the 0.8. population, and as such, findings based upon

this sample will be generalizable to that population.

Analysis

Introduction

In our theoretical chapter, we have argued that the inter-

relationships among our independent variables make it necessary

to exert some form of control. Further, we have argued that the

previously used controls reduced the sample size, and thereby

restricted generalizability. Therefore, we shall endeavor to

utilize a method of control which does not restrict sample size

nor generalizability. we have set upon that method of control

usually referred to as 'multi-variate analysis', and have incor-

porated the excellent models of Lazarsfeld and Hyman in our

analysis procedures.19

Multi-variate analysis is an appropriate tool to use in

situations where one is examining relationships between three

inter-related variables. Literally, it is a method of examining

the relationship of two variables, while holding variance due to

a third variable, more or less constant. If, for example, A and
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B, B and C, as well as A and C are related, then one may have

reason to suspect that the relation of any two variables is

spurious, in reality being caused by the relationship of the

other two, e.g., the relationship of B to C is spurious, caused

by the relationship of A to B and A to C, etc. In order to see

if B is related to 0, independent of the relationship of A to

B and 0, one must figure out some way of holding the effect of

A constant, or removing its effect upon B and C.

Partial correlations are one method of so doing, in that

they mathematically remove the variance in one variable due to

another, and then allow one to examine the effect of a third

variable upon the remaining variance. However, partial corre-

lations Operate upon the entire variable at once, i.e., operate

in terms of individual scores and assume a more or less linear

relationship. And, due to the fact that they operate in terms

of individual scores, it is relatively difficult to obtain a

table (i.e., a visual method of inspecting curvilinearity).

Therefore, one cannot ascertain the differential effects of a

control variable, i.e., detecting a relationship of two vari-

ables which Operates at one level of a control variable, yet

not at another.

Multi-variate analysis, however, in that it operates in

terms of grouped data—-grcups of individuals-does allow for

this sort of inspection. Multi-variate analysis has the dis-

advantage of losing precision (compared to partial correlation)

because of this grouped data. In grouped data, one is working,

in effect, with the correlation of group»means (or mean variance)
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of the group as a whole; whereas in partial correlation, one

is working with the correlation of individual scores. Moreover,

a group mean is much less sensitive than an individual mean,

and the group mean contains, by definition, much more random

variance; consequently, it has a less reliable estimation of

the true population mean.

we know, however, two facts about the relationships of our

variables. First, via the logical relationship of average status

and status inconsistency, we know that there is likely to be a

curvilinear relationship between average status and status incon-

sistency, with the most extreme status levels having the lowest

levels of status inconsistency. Secondly, from the Meier and

Bell article regarding the relationship of social mobility and

anomia, we know that social mobility may be related differently

to anomia at different levels of status.20

There is also another reason for using multi-variate analysis

over and above the correlation methods. Correlations must at

least have interval data; our data are not interval but are

ranked at most. While arguments could be advanced for their

intervality, it would be more conservative to utilize a less

powerful test. Also, we must note the exploratory nature of our

study. If there is a true difference involved, we must assume

that it will become apparent. Given the logic and inquiry of

science, it is far better to reject a valid hypothesis than to

accept an invalid hypothesis and thereby place it into our body

of theory. If we do, in fact, reject a valid hypothesis, it is

still present in nature, and given more scientific inquiry, it
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will surely come to light again. Therefore, we shall use multi-

variate analysis.

Procedures
 

The first step in our analysis will be to test the inter-

relationships of our independent variables to see if they are

related. Logically, we have demonstrated that they should be,

and on this basis suggested certain methods of control. Now,

we should verify our contention, and check the actual relation-

ship of these independent variables. If they are related, then

our notions regarding the necessity of control are validated.

Second, we should test the inter-relationships of our depen-

dent variables, to see if "Present Life Standing" and "Future

Orientation”, as indicators of despair, are related to aliena-

tion. If they are related, then we have added plausibility to

the contention that despair forms an integral part of aliens»

tion-or that alienation forms an integral part of despair.

(Or, at least we will have added another element to the des-

cription of alienation.) If these dependent variables are not

related, then we have indicated the independence of alienation

from despair; and we then have proof of the current relative

specificity of our alienation measures.

Our third analytic step'will be to ascertain the first order

relations of each independent variable to each dependent vari—

able. In this set of tables, we will utilize the full ten-

category range of status inconsistency and average status, so

as to detect any curvilinearity in the relationships. we must
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note, however, that these first order tables do‘ggt‘constitute

a test of the original hypotheses stated in Chapter I; this can

be done only with the controls instituted. At this level, the

presence or absence of a relationship neither confirms nor

rejects nothing.

The fourth analytic step will be to test the relationship of

each independent variable to the dependent variables, while

controlling for another of the independent variables-i.e., the

relationship of average status to alienation, controlling for

status inconsistency, then for social mobility, etc. In this

step, we will examine the relationship of the independent vari-

able to the dependent variable, at each level of the control

variable. Analysis at this level will constitute a test of

hypothesis.

Finally, we will examine the relationship of each independent

variable to each dependent variable, while controlling for the

other‘tzg.independent variables. This step is necessary because

all three variables have been shown to be logically inter-related.

In the tables presented at each level of analysis, there will

be essentially two steps. As the‘ggggt step, the means of the

dependent variable for each value or level of the independent

variable will be inspected, as well as the percentages, in

order to determine the "pattern” or direction of the relation-

ship. This step generally allows one to make statements about

the "theoretical meaning” of the table, and thereby makes the

table interpretable; if no pattern is present, then the table

(while possibly statistically significant) has no theoretical
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meaning. If theoretical meaning is present, then the second

step-a statistical test-dwill be attempted; if no pattern is

present, the statistical test will not be attempted. The

statistic used will be chi square. Although our data can

possibly be interpreted as rank order data, there are questions

about such an interpretation. Therefore, we have decided to

use a less powerful and efficient test, in favor of a more con-

servative one. There are also pragmatic factors involved in

this decision, revolving around the use of the computer. It

will be remembered that, due to the size of the over-all project,

the computer was necessary. Although computers are reputed to be

capable of anything, it turns out to be quite a laborious process

to develop programs for certain rank order statistics, e.g.,

KolmogorovuSmirnoff, etc. Rather than go through this labori-

ous-and expensive-process, it was decided to use a chi square

and other statistics capable of being used at a nominal level of

measurement.

Related to the problem of statistics, there are certain other

statistical problems contained in the use of a complex multi-

‘variate analysis procedure. Generally, these have to do With the

lack of independence of observations from one multi-variate

table to another. When, for example, one creates a table for

the relationship of Y to Z, at various levels of control for

X, this table contains a series of £913 (values of the dependent

‘variable and total) which are identical for a table listing the

relationship of X to Z, controlling for Y. Only the order of
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Figure 68 Lack of Independence in Two Multi-Variate

Tables Using the Same Controls

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Table I Table II

Control Indep. Dep. Control Indep. Dep.

variable variable variable Variable

X Y Z Y X Z

r s t * r s t *

a 45615; a ‘IA 45615

A b 7 8 9 24 B 13 14 15 42

10 11 12 33 A 7 8 9 24

b

a 13 14 15 42 q B 16 17 18 51

B b 16 17 18 51 A 10 11 12 33

c

19 20 21 60); 423B 19 20 21 60

e

Marginals.

the rows is changed.

From this example, it is obvious that the two different types

of controls do not change one set of marginals, i.e., the right

hand totals; nor do they shift the extremes, i.e., the upper-

and lower-most rows. This would, we argue, create a lack of

independence between the two tables, so that two sets of statis-

tics, assuming independence, could not be legitimately run for

both tables-or at least an interpretation based upon one signif—

icant statistic would be risky. Literally, we would expect a

certain number of significant statistics to occur with a higher

proportion of times by chance alone than if there were true

independence. In order to interpret the significance of statis-

tics oomputed for the above set of tables, a distribution of

statistics would be needed which would take this 'lack of inde-

pendence' into account. Because such a table is not now in
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existence, we would argue that it is much better to inspect the

patterns that the various combinations of rows (and their means)

form. That is, if a stable pattern forms across several levels

of control, then we would be prepared to accept it as a signif-

icant finding. we might note that this is also an argument for

the usage of as many levels of control as possible-that is,

have each variable contain as many values as possible, as well

as having a relatively large sample in any study using a multi-

variate type of analysis.

Operational Hypotheses

Because of the relatively high amount of redundancy occurring

in the statement of Operationalized hypotheses, we shall utilize

the following set of abbreviations:

AS - Average Status

SI - Status Inconsistency

SM - Social Mobility

P - Powerlessnsss (sub-scale of alienation)

N - Nermlessness (sub-scale of alienation)

801- Social Isolation (sub-scale of alienation)

PN - Powerlessness—Normlessness Combined (sub-scale

of alienation)

PS - Present Standing on Ladder

F0 - Future Orientation

We hypothesize:

I. A. A significant difference, between AS groups, in the scores

on P, N, 501, and PM, taking the form of an inverse, linear

relationship, i.e.,'with the higher AS groups having lower

scores than the lower AS groups.

B. A significant difference, between AS groups, in the scores

on PS and F0, taking the form of a direct, linear relation-

ship, i.e., with the higher AS groups having higher scores

on PS and F0 than lower AS groups.

II. Little or no difference between SI groups in the scores on
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III. Significant differences between the SM groups of

”Downward", and "Upward and Stable", but little or

no difference between ”Upward" and "Stable" SM groups,

in the scores on P, N, SOI, PN, PS and F0. Further,

we hypothesize that the "Downward" group will have

higher scores on P, N, SOI and PN, with lower scores

on PS and F0, than either the "Upward" or ”Stable”

SM groups.

IV. A.At all levels of control for SI we expect the differ-

ences between AS groups hypothesized in I.A. above to

remain constant.

B.At all levels of control for SM, we expect the differ—

ences between AS groups hypothesized in I.B. above to

remain constant.

V. A.At all levels of control for AS, a significant differ-

ence between SI groups:

(1) In the scores on P, N, SOI, and PN, taking the form

of a direct linear relationship, with the higher SI

groups having higher scores than the lower SI groups.

(2) In the scores on PS and F0, taking the form of an

inverse linear relationship, with the higher SI groups

having lower scores than the lower SI groups. -

B.At all levels of control for SM, a significant differ-

ence between SI groups:

(1) In the scores on P, N, SOI and PN, taking the form

of a direct linear relationship, with the higher SI

groups having higher scores than the lower SI groups.

(2) In the scores on PS and F0, taking the form of an

inverse linear relationship, with the higher SI groups

having lower scores than the lower SI groups.

VI. A.At all levels of control for AS, a significant differ-

ence between all SM groups in the scores on P, N, SOI,

PN, PS, and F0. Again, we expect the "Down” SM group

to have the highest scores on P, N, SOI, and PN, and

the lowest scores on PS and F0; and the "Stable" SM

group to have the lowest scores on P, N, SOI, and PM,

and the highest scores on PS and F0.

B.At all levels of control for SI, a significant differ-

ence between all SM groups, in the scores on P, N, SOI,

PN, PS, and F0. Again, we expect the "Down" SM group

to have the highest scores on P, N, SOI, and PH, and

the lowest scores on PS and F0; and the "Stable" SM

group to have the lowest scores on P, N, SOI, and RN,

and the highest scores on PS and F0.
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At all levels of third order control, with SI as

the primary control, and SM as the secondary control,

the differences between AS groups hypothesized in

I.A., on preceding page, to remain constant.

At all levels of third order control, with AS as the

primary control, and SM as the secondary control,

the differences between AS groups hypothesized in

V.A.(1 and 2) and V.B.(1 and 2) to remain the same.

At all levels of third order control, with AS as

the primary control, and SI as the secondary

control, the differences in SM groups hypothesized

in VI.A. and B. remain constant.
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CHAPTER III

ANALYSIS

Introduction

In this chapter, we shall present our analysis of the materials

developed in Chapter II, which shall also constitute a test of the

hypotheses suggested at the end of Chapter I. Briefly, this

chapter shall contain six sections.

Section 1 shall contain a set of tables and interpretations

detailing the inter-relations of the independent variables, e.g.,

Average Status (AS), Status Inconsistency (SI), and Social

Mobility (SM). Also, we shall analyze the effect of each variable

upon the other, while controlling for the third, i.e., examining

the relationship of A8 to SM while holding SI constant, etc. This

set of tables shall not constitute a test of hypotheses as such,

but will give us information which will allow us to make inter-

pretations of tables which do constitute tests of hypotheses.

Section 2 shall contain a set of tables and interpretations

depicting the inter—relationships of the dependent variables, i.e.,

Powerlessness (P), Normlessness (N), Social Isolation (SOI),

Powerlessness-Normlessness (RN), Present Standing (PS), and

Future Orientation (F0). Principally, however, it will consist

of the relationships of PS and F0,to P, N, SOI, and PN. ‘We shall

not analyze the inter-relationships of P, N, SOI, and PN because

111
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this was done in the previous Guttman scale analysis in Chapter

II, and would, therefore, be redundant. One element we will

be concerned with here is the degree to which PS and F0 are,

or are not, related to alienation, and whether they can be

spoken of as constituting aspects of alienation.

Section 3 shall contain a set of tables listing the first

order relationships of our independent variables (AS, SI, and

SM) to our dependent variables. we expect significant differ-

ences to occur in the tables listing the AS relationships, but

not in the tables listing the SI or SM relationships. Finding

significant differences with respect to AS and alienation would,

of course, validate our operationalizations of both alienation

and stratification. Much of the information gleaned in this

section will be used as background in the interpretation of

later tables and sections.

This section shall contain a set of tables and interpretations

concerned with the second order relationships of our three inde-

pendent variables to the dependent variables—-i.e., the relation-

ship of one independent variable to a dependent variable, while

controlling for another independent variable. This section shall

constitute tests of hypotheses, and it is here that we expect

that a relationship between SI and SM and the dependent vari-

ables will become apparent.

Section 5 shall contain our inspection of the third order

relationships-i.e., the relationships of an independent vari-

able to a dependent variable while controlling for the other two
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independent variables simultaneously. Again, this section shall

constitute a test of hypotheses.

Finally, we shall present a general summary of the findings,

and our conclusions based upon those findings.

Relationship of Average Status, Status Inconsistency

and Social Mobility

First Order Relationships
 

 

In this section, we shall inspect the inter-relations of

AS, SI and SM. The first relationship presented (Table 1)

concerns the effects of AS and SI upon each other. The body

of this table presents the N falling in each AS—SI cell. Of

principal interest, however, are the AS means for each level

of SI, and the SI means for each level of AS. Inspection of

the SI means (row means) for each level of AS reveals that AS

is curvilinearly related to SI. That is, persons in the highest

and lowest AS categories have low SI means. The peak of this

curvilinear relationship falls at the third AS level, or

approximately the equivalent of a "lower middle" status.

Empirically, then the point of highest or most extreme incon—

sistency falls not at the exact middle of the status continu-

um, as was suggested earlier, but somewhat lower.

An inspection of the mean AS for each level of SI (the column

means), however, reveals that there is a slightly inverse rela-

tionship operating, with the higher levels of SI having relatively

lower levels of average status. This may be a reflection of the

relative concentration of highly inconsistent persons in the

lower status ranges. That is, of those persons who are highly
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inconsistent, there are more in the lower end of the middle

range than in the upper end of the middle range. The chi square

for the entire table is 734, which is significant at beyond the

.001 level.

When the full ten-value range of both AS and SI is collapsed

into the five and three category ranges to be used in the control

tables, the curvilinear and inverse relationships become much

more pronounced and clear (Table 1a). In any case, these tables

demonstrate the need for control when examining the relationship

of either AS or SI to any third variable.

Table 2 demonstrates the relationship between Average Status

and Social Mobility. Again of importance are the row and column

means, listing, respectively, the mean SM for each level of AS,

and the mean AS for each level of SM. we must comment on the

concept of ”mean Social Mobility". This is, of course, an

incorrect usage of the statistical device of the mean because

presumably the various categories of Social Mobility cannot

legitimately be ordered, i.e., they are nominal. For this

reason, we have also included the percentages across, i.e.,

the percent of persons falling into the various SM categories

at each level of AS. An inspection of these percentages across,

as well as the "mean SM", for each AS level, reveals that there

is a roughly linear relationship, with higher AS persons having

higher proportions in the "Upwardly Mobile” category than those

persons of lower AS. This is to be expected. The reverse, how.

ever, is not true. Lower status persons reveal little downward

mobility, with the largest concentration (94.6%) existing in the
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Table 1a: Average Status by Status Inconsistency, for Collapsed

Veluss of Average Status and Status Inconsistency

 

 

 

Average STATUS INCONSISTENCY

High

2 316 5.43

3 334 4.56

(High) 4 272 2.93

T°tel 439 598 485

i * 4.85 4.67 3.92   
* .Means derived from ten-value range.

Table 2: Average Status by Social Mobility

 

SOCIAL MOBILITY -

Average Ur

Status N (95) N (9‘) N (fi) N (73)

(Low) 0 3( 2.3) 122(94.6) 4( 3.1) 129(100) 2.01

Down Stable Total Row x

 

  

1 10( 7.6) 114(87.0)a 7( 5.4) 131(100) 1.98

2 11( 8.2) 109(81.3) 14(10.5) 134(100) 2.02

3 20(13.5) 112(15.7) 16(1o.8) 148(100) 1.97

4 16(11.6) 98(71.0) 24(17.4) 138(100) 2.06

5 17(11.2) 90(59.2) 45(29.6) 152(100) 2.18

6 21(12.9) 88(54.o) 54(33.1) 163(100) 2.20

7 13( 8.4) 90(58.1) 52(33.5) 155(100) 2.25

8 9( 6.9) 64(49.2) 57(43.9) 130(100) 2.37

(High) 9 2( 1.5) 73(55.7) 56(42.e) 131(100) 2.41

Total 122( 8.7) 96o(68.0) 329(23.3) 1411(100)

Col. f 4.49 4.00 6.24 4.56

  
:2 - 191.1, or - 18, p(.001.
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"Stable" category. What downward mobility there is appears to

fall into the middle and lower middle levels of AS. This is,

of course, paralleled by examining the mean AS for each social

mobility category, which reveals that (as expected) the ”Upwardly

Mobiles" have the highest mean AS; what is somewhat surprising,

though, is the finding that those persons who are downwardly

mobile have higher AS than those who are stable. we must

remember that we are using an inter-generational measure of

mobility. The chi square for the entire table is 191, which

is significant at beyond the .001 level.

This findingHwill affect our hypotheses, in that we should

now expect that those persons in the ”Stable" category of SM

will have higher alienation than either the upwardly or down-

wardly mobile, strictly because of the "contamination" by the

AS dimension. This points up the need for control in examining

the effect of SM on alienation.

Table 3 lists the relationship of Status Inconsistency and

Social Mobility, and uses the full ten-value range of Status

Inconsistency. Further, Table 3 indicates a small but statis-

tically significant direct relationship between SI and SM, with

a chi square of 34.5, which is significant .025)1p > .01. By

examining the mean SI for each category of SM, we can see that

the "Downwardly Mobile" have the lowest mean SI, and the

"Upwardly Mobile" have the highest mean SI. An inspection of

the mean SM, as W611 as the percentages across for each level

of SI, reveals that there is a very roughly direct linear
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Table 3: Status Inconsistency by Social Mobility

g

  

 

  SOCIAL MOBILITY

Down (Stable Up

1 2

 

Total Row

<1) i‘
Status

Inconsis.

          

 

 

(Low) 0 8 101 29 138( 9.8) 2.15

1 12 100 28 140( 9.9) 2.11

2 14 84 22 120( 8.5) 2.07

3 17 95 26 138( 9.8) 2.07

4 13 100 22 135( 9.6) 2.07

5 14 89 43 146(10.3) 2.20

6 9 84 34 127( 9.0)' 2.20

7 14 119 35 168(11.9) 2.13

8 14 106 37 157(11.1) 2.15

(High) 9 7 82 53 142(10.1) 2.32

Total 122 960 329 1411(100)

Col. '1? 4.43 4.50 5.09 4.63    
x2 - 34.5, a: - 18, .025) p) .01.

relationship, with the higher levels of SI having generally

higher SM means, and larger percentages of persons in the "Stable"

and "Upward” SM categories. This relationship does, however,

produce some degree of confusion, because from Table 2 we know

that the "Upward” SM category has a high AS mean-and from

Table 1 we know that "High” AS persons have relatively low SI.

That is, from Tables 1 and 2 we would assume that upwardly

mobile persons have low SI; and in fact they have high SI. This

again points up the need for control.

_§gcond Order Control Relationships

In this section we shall examine the inter-relationships of

<3ur three independent variables, two at a time, while controlling



1
l
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for the effect of the third. In these tables, we shall present

only N and the row and column means. And, following our argur

ment regarding the use of statistics in multi-variate tables,

we shall not compute any statistics; instead, we shall rely upon

a simple inspection of patterns of row and column means.

Table 4 details the relationships of Average Status and

Social Mobility, at all three levels of Status Inconsistency.

Generally, we can say that the control for SI does not disrupt

the linearity of mean SM for each level of AS, which was found

in Table 1. That is, at each level of SI, there is a general

increase in mean SM with each increase in AS level. This line-

arity would appear to be somewhat clarified, however, as one

moves from low to high SI control levels, i.e., the linearity

is ever increasing at the high SI level, whereas there is some

slight curvilinearity for the “Iow”AS levels, at the ”Low" and

"Medium” levels of the SI control.

With respect to the mean AS for each category of SM, however,

all we can say is that the "Upward” category, at all levels of

the SI control, maintains the highest mean AS. This also was

present in Table 2. The mean AS of the "Stable” and "Down”

SM categories, however, is changed from that in the original

table, but only for the "Low” SI control level, i.e., at the

"Low" SI level, "Stable"- 1.86, "Down” I 3.68, whereas at the

"Medium” SI level the means are respectively, 1.86 and 1.90; and

at the ”High” SI control level, 1.51 and 1.48. These compare

‘with 4.49 for the ”Down" SM, and 4.00 for the ”Stable" in the
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original table (Table 2).

A problem, then, is about elements in the "Icw"'level of SI

which create approximately equal amounts of mean AS among "Up”

and ”Down” SM persons. If we remember that the ”Low" SI group-

ing contains both very high and low AS persons, but with a pre-

ponderance of high AS persons; and that in terms of mobility,

most lower AS persons are stable; then, it may be that for those

of low inconsistency, mobility separates out those persons who

are high and low status. That is, we know that the "Low" SI

group is composed of both very high, and very low AS persons,

with a relatively high AS mean. Then, these who are low status

are also stable, so that only those downwardly mobile persons

who are somewhat middle class are left, and they combine to

form the relatively high mean AS present in the downwardly

mobile group at the low SI level. In effect, we are observ-

ing another form of the SIéAS relationship, as it Operates via

SM. As it also turns out, the entire group of "Down" SM to

"Low" SI has an N of 34, of a sample of 1,522 (or approximately

2.4%). And, of these 34, 16 fell in the next to highest AS level.

Table 5 lists the relationship of Average Status to Status

Inconsistency, for the three levels or categories of Social

Mobility. An inspection of the SI means for each level of AS,

reveals that the controls for SM do not disrupt, nor appreciably

alter, the curvilinearity of SI or AS. Nor is the linear regres-

sion of AS scores for each increasing level of SI altered, except

:for those persons in the ”Stable" level of control. If anything,

“this relationship is made much more clear in the ”Up" and "Down"
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levels of control, for in the original table (Table 13), there

was only a small difference in mean AS between the "Low" and

"Medium" levels of SI—-4.85 and 4.67, respectively. The lack

of a difference in mean AS between the "Low" and "Medium" levels

of SI at the "Stable" category of control may be due to the

correlation of SM and AS, particularly the fact that the "Stable"

group in Table 2 has the lowest mean AS of all three SM groups.

That is, the "Stable" group contains dispr0portionate numbers

of lower class persons, who are also, by definition very low in

SI (Table 1). It would appear, then, that SM might obscure the

relationship of AS and SI, in the original tables.

This interpretation would appear to be the case, when Table 6

(which describes the relationship of Social Mobility to Status

Inconsistency, at all levels of Average Status) is inspected.

That is, "Up" SM, at each level of AS, apparently creates high

SI. The converse relationship is also clarified by the control

for AS. In the original table (Table 3), the regression of mean

SM for each level of SI was somewhat linear; in the control table,

these SM means are, in all cases, clearly linear. What is not

particularly clarified, however, is the difference between the

"Down” and "Stable" categories of SM; at the "Low” AS level, the

"Down" category has a higher mean SI than the "Stable" (1.07 vs.

.82), whereas at the third and fourth status levels, the

”Stable category has a higher mean SI than the "Down" category;

and the middle AS levels of "One" and "Two" retain the lack

of differentiation present in the original table. It is clear,
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though, that the control for AS does alter the relationship of

SM and SI.

The previous statement might serve as a model for our summary

of the relationships of our independent variables. That is, at

the first order level, it is evident that there are a series of

contaminated inter-relationships between AS, SI and SM. For

example, we note from Table 1 that high AS persons are likely

to have low SI; from Table 1, high AS persons are also likely

to be ”Up” SM; this would then lead us to the tenative conclu-

sion that "Up" SM persons are also likely to be low SI, because

of the relationship between SM and AS. But this is not the

case, as we can see from Table 3, where "Up" SM persons have

relatively high SI—-the exact opposite of our prediction. At

the control levels, we also saw that many of the original

patterns held up; but also, some are appreciably changed. While

our main point is not to clarify the relationship of these three

variables, it is clear that they are highly inter-related. And,

this, of course, validates our original statement regarding the

necessity of control in examining the relationship of these

three variables to alienation. Further, it points up the need

to control at both the second and third order levels, because

many of the original relationships of these independent vari-

ables continued to hold at the second order.

Relationship of Dependent variables

In this section,‘we shall present the inter-relationships of

our dependent variables. we shall present, however, only those
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relationships between Present Standing and Future Orientation,

and the set of four alienation measures, i.e., Powerlessness,

Social Isolation, Normlessness, and the combined form, Powerless-

ness-Normlessness. (Hereafter, we shall refer to these variables

by their initials.) It will be remembered that these former

variables were constructed in an effort to delineate a relatively

"pure" measure of the "despair" or ”dismal future" outlook

imputed to alienation by some alienation theorists. At this

point, then, we would like to carry out an empirical examina-

tion of the relationship between these two different "forms"

or "aspects" of alienation.

Tables 7, 8, 9 and 10 document the relationship of Present

Standing to the alienation scales: P, SOI, H and PN. It will be

recalled that P8 was measured by asking the respondent to place

himself on a ladder describing his present standing between the

best and worst possible lives that he could imagine. The values

of PS in Tables 7-10 represent these standings. It will be

noted that the vast majority of persons ranked themselves as

standing at step five or above, with only 10 percent ranking

themselves below five. This would seem to indicate that Americans

consider themselves as having a relatively good life, or at least

a "better than average" life.

All tables exhibit significant chi squares, with probabilities

of .01 or less. An inspection of the column means-—or the means

IS for each level of alienation-reveals that there is inverse

and.fairly linear regression of PS on alienation; with each

:increase in alienation level, there is a consistent decrease in
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Table 7: Present Standing by Powerlessness

 

    

  

 

 

15 100)

1 12 100 1.42

2 12 100 1.42

3 37 100 1.22

4 83 100 1.12

5 293 100 .99

6 212 100 .94

7 226 100 .76

8 106 36.8 114 39.6 68 23.6 288 100 .87

9 40 37.4 41 38.3 26 24.3 107 100 .87

(High)10 83 37.7 85 (38.6 52 23.7 220 100 .86

total 505 (33.6) 613 (40.7) 387 (25.7) 1505(100) .92

0010 X 7019 6074 6046 6.85

 

 

x2 - 46.535, a: - 20, significant < .001.

Table 81 Present Standing by Social Isolation

 

Present

Standing

   

  

 

(Low) 0

N (%9

    

SOCIAL ISOLATION

1

N

(High) 2

(75) (%)

 

   

 

  

    

 

 

(low) 0 1 20.0 8 53.3 4 26.7 15 100 1.07

1 1 8.4 7 58.3 4 33.3 12 100 1.25

2 1 8.3 5 41.7 6 50.0 12 100 1.42

3 9 24.3 18 48.7 10 27.0 37 100 1.03

4 18 21.7 36 43.4 29 34.9 83 100 1.13

5 62 21.2 167 57.0 64 21.8 293 100 1.01

6 37 17.4 119 55.9 57 26.7 213 100 1.09

7 52 22.8 121 53.1 55 24.1 228 100 1.01

8 78 27.0 161 55.7 50 17.3 289 100 .90

9 25 23.4 64 59.8 18 16.8 107 100 .93

(High)10 75 33.5 114 50.9 35 15.6 224 100 .82

rota; 361 (23.9) 820 (54.2) 332 (21.9) 1513(100) .98

001. X 7.19 6085 6039 0   
x2 - 44.4, or - 20, significant‘ .01.

 



”
‘
7
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Table 9: Present Standing by Normlessness

 

 

 

 

   

mamassnnss

Present (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total ng

Standing N (76) N (76) N (7%) N (76) J!

(Low) 0 3 20.0 4 (26.7 8 53.3 15 100 1.33

1. 3 25.0 1 8.3 8 66.7 12 100 1.42

2 2 16.7 2 16.7 8 66.6 12 100 1.50

3 4 11.1 13 36.1 19 52.8 36 100 1.42

4 13 15.9 32 39.0 37 45.1 82 100 1.29

5 54 18.6 117 40.2 120 41.2 291 100 1.23

6 44 20.7 84 39.4 85 39.9 213 100 1.19

7 68 30.0 97 42.7 62 27.3 227 100 .97

8 78 27.2 114 39.7 95 33.1 287 100 1.06

9 25 23.4 51 47.6 31 29.0 107 100 1.06

(High)10 62 27.9 72 32.4 88 39.6 222 100 1.12

Tota_l_ 356 (27.9) 587 (39.0) 561 (37.3) 1504(100) 1.14

001. X 7e16 6e87 6e58 6e83

 

x2 . 48.02, a: - 20, significant .001.

PS means. All of these PS means are still,gbgzg.the middle of

the ladder, however (i.e., five).

An inspection of the row means-the mean alienation for each

level of PS—-does not indicate a corresponding linearity, or

at least the linearity is relatively rough. In the case of P,

N and PH (Tables 7, 9 and 10, respectively), there is a general

decrease to about PS value "7”, and then a slight increase in row

means for the values ”8", "9” and "10”. This indicates that those

people who rate themselves highest on the PS ladder are also

slightly more alienated than those in the middle-but still much

less alienated than those who rate themselves below the rung

"5" on the ladder. Of all the alienation sub—scales, SOI comes

closest to indicating a very rough form of curvilinearity

(Table 8). The row means in this case start fairly high, but
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increase until the third rung of the ladder (value 2), and then

-decrease fairly constantly until PS value 10. This curve does

not exhibit the slight increase for the last three values of PS

as the other tables did, which leads a slight curvilinearity to

the regression of SOI means for each level of PS. This may be

evidence for the separation of SOI from other forms of aliena-

tion. In any case, it would seem to be clear that alienation is

a relatively close correlate of one's perception of where he

stands in terms of achieving a best or worst possible life.

And, if it is, we would expect that PS will be related to our

independent variables in much the same way as alienation.

Tables 11, 12, 13 and 14 detail the relationship of Future

Orientation to the various sub-scales of alienation. Future

Orientation (F0), as stated in the last chapter, is a measure of

the discrepancy between PS and one's estimation of where he will

stand on the ladder five years in the future-again between the

best and worst possible lives imaginable. Those persons whose

future is within one or two steps of their present were desig—

nated as "Status Quo" oriented; those whose future was higher

were designated "Optimistic", and those with the future lower

than their present were designated "Pessimistic". In order to

obtain mean F0 scores, these three categories were arbitrarily

assigned the follow weights:

"Pessimistic" I 0, ”Status Quo" - 1, "Optimistic" - 2.

Chi squares for all tables were significant at the .025 level

or less. What is surprising, however, is that the row means

(mean alienation for each F0 category) are not linear, i.e.,
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Table 111 Future Orientation by Powerlessness

POWERLESSNESS

 

   

  Future

  
 

Pessimistic

(0) 33(31.1) 43(4o.6) 30(28.3) 106(100) .97

Status Quo

(1) 231(38.8) 228(38.2) 137(23.0) 596(100) .84

Optimistic

(2) 229(3o.o) 326(42.7) 209(27.3) 764(100) .97

mots; 49303.6) 597(4o.7) 376(25.7) 1466(100) .92

001. X 1.40 1e47 1e48 1e45  
x2 - 12.304, df - 4, .025 )1) > .01.

Table 121 Future Orientation by Social Isolation

SOCIAL ISOLATION

(Low) 0 1

%) N

 

  

   
(High) 2

N (fi)

Future

Orientation
  

           

       

     

 

 

Pessimistic

(0) 21(19.8) 62(58.5) 23(21.7) 106(100) 1.02

Status Quo

(1) 173(28.7) 326(54.2) 103(17.1) 602(100) .88

Optimistic

(2) 159(20.8) 406(53.0) 201(26.2) 766(100) 1.05

Total 353(23.9) 794(53.9) 327(22.2) 1474(100) .98

Gale X 1e39 1e43 1e54 1e45

 

x2 .. 23.0, df . 4, p>.OO1.

Table 131 Future Orientation by Normlessness

 

 

NORMLESSNESS

Future (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total Hgy

Orientation N W N t N t N W x

Pessimistic

(o) 17(16.0) 39(36.8) 50(47.2) 106(100) 1.31

Status One

(1) 166(27.9) 222(37.2) 208(34.9) 596(100) 1.07

Optimistic

(2) 169(22.1) 312(4o.8) 283(37.1) 764(100) 1.15

Tots; 352(24.0) 573(39.1) 541(36.9) 1466(100) 1.13

001. x 1.43 1.48 1.43 1.45 
 

12 - 12e54’ df . 4’ .025>p).01.
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e "Optimistic" are not less alienated than the "Pessimistic",

one would implicitly assume. Rather, the "Status Quo"

tegory in each and every case is the least alienated, with

e "Optimistic" and "Pessimistic" F0 categories having approxi-

tely equally alienation means. Inspection Of the column means

can F0 for each level of alienation) adds little to the

neral interpretability Of the tables.

To some degree, the Durkheim-Merton rationale may be Operat-

g here. That is, those persons who perceive a change in the

ture-dwhich may cast doubt on the efficacy of the normative

stem—-develop alienation, whereas those who perceive an

cunt of stability in the future do not develop alienation.

this sense, F0 is similar to SM, in that the ”Stable" or

tatus Que" group may be the least alienated, at least hypothet-

ally. This finding may also, however, be spurious and a

atistical artifact of our measurement device. In order to be

ther "Pessimistic" or ”Optimistic”, a person must have a

ore between two and eight, i.e., for "Optimism", a person

uld score no higher than sight on the PS ladder, in order for

m to have statistical ”room" to increase. And, this is a

wer score when compared to persons in the nine and ten ladder

nks, which in turn would give him a comparatively higher

ienation score. Approximately the same dynamic can work for

e "Pessimistic" persons. Further, we must note that the

jority of persons in the F0 tables scored in the "Optimistic"

tegory. Therefore, in order to have a resolute test of this,

a should control for PS in examining the relationship of F0 to
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alienation.1

In any case, it is clear that PS may be an integral part of

alienation, but that F0 is not; or at least F0 is partially inde-

pendent, and may be related to our independent variables in

different ways than alienation. It does form a definite measure

of future orientation. For these reasons, then, we would

suggest keeping F0 in our analysis.

First Order Relationships

Relationship of Average Status to Dependent variables
 

In this section, we shall examine the relationships of Average

Status to the dependent variables, which are listed in Tables 15-

20. In these tables, AS is presented in its full ten-value

range, in order to give us as full an insight as possible. In

the later control tables, AS will be reduced to a five-value

range.

An inspection of Tables 15, 17 and 18 reveals that Average

Status is significantly related to P, N, and their combination,

PM, with all chi squares having a probability of .001 or less.

This relationship is generally linear, and inverse, with each

higher AS level having a lower mean alienation than lower AS

levels. The only exception to this general finding occurs in

the ninth AS level (8), where the mean alienation is somewhat

above the inferred regression line.

Social Isolation, on the other hand, is not significantly

related to AS, although the relationship is in the predicted

direction, i.e., inverse. Again, this is an independent vali-
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Table 151 Average Status by waerlessness

1

 

    

  

 

 

  
  
    

  

 

  

POWERLESSNESS

Average (low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total ng

Status N (V N (%) N (2) N (%) x

0 6 41 28.5 82 56.9 144 100 1.42

1 2 54 37.5 48 33.3 144 100 1.04

2 5 72 49.7 36 24.8 145 100 .99

3 46 28 6 69 42.8 46 28.6 161 100 1.00

4 41 27.7 72 48.6 35 23.7 148 100 .96

6 65 37.4 70 40.2 39 22.4 174 100 .85

7 78 49.4 53 33.5 27 17.1 158 100 .68

8 47 34.6 61 44.8; 28 20.6 136 100 .86

(High) 9 70 51.8 53 39.3 12 8.9 135 100 .57

Total 506(33.5) 617(40.8) 389(25.7) 1512(100) .92

2
X - 143e22, d: ' 18’ p<.OO1.

Table 161 Average Status by Social Isolation

 

SOCIAL ISOLATION

(High) 2 Total RowLow) 0 1 ..

N (%) N (%) N (%) N (8) x

15(10.3) 88(6o.3) 43(29.4) 146(100) 1.19

31(21.5) 83(57.7) 30(20.8) 144(100) .99

32(21.9) 86(58.9) 28(19.2) 146(100) .97

35(21.5) 91(55.8) 37(22.7) 163(100) 1.01

41(27.5) 75(5o.3) 33(22.2) 149(100) .95

43(25.7) 89(53.3) 35(21.0) 167(100) .95

44(25.1) 92(52.6) 39(22.3) 175(100) .97

49(31.o) 75(47.5) 34(21.5) 158(100) .91

39(28.5) 73(53.3) 25(18.2) 137(100) .90

35(25.9) 73(54.1) 27(2o.o) 135(100) .94

364(23.9) 825(54.3) 331(21.8) 1520(100) .98

Average (

 

 

(Low) 0

Q
m
W
h
W
N
-
i

(High) 9

Total

   
X2 - 27e66, df . 18, P e17 P)e°5e
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Table 17: Average Status by Nermlessness

 

 

NORMLESSNESS

Average (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total Rey

Status N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) x

(Low) 0 7 4.9 40 28.2 95 66.9 142 100 1.62

1 18 12.7 50 35.2 74 52.1 142 100 1.39

2 23 15.9 48 33.1 74 51.0 145 100 1.35

3 35 21.5 64 39.3 64 39.2 163 100 1.18

4 31 21.1 56 38.1 60 40.8 147 100 1.20

5 42 25.2 75 44.9 50 29.9 167 100 1.05

6 63 36.0 62 35.4 50 28.6 175 100 .93

7 54 34.2 68 43.0 36 22.8 158 100 .89

8 40 29.2 60 43.8 37 27.0 137 100 .98

(High) 9 43 31.9 64 47.4 28 20.7 135 100 .89

Total" 356(23.6) 587(38.8) 568(37.6) 1511(100) 1.14

  
x2 - 147.35. or - 18, p(.OO1.

daticn of our scaling efforts and further indication that Social

Isolation is a somewhat separate and independent area of content,

at least with respect to alienation and stratification.

Finding a relationship between our version of the alienation

scales, and Average Status lends further weight to the conten-

tion that we are measuring the same area of content that has been

measured in other studies of alienation. That is, many studies

cited in Chapter I reported relationships between status or class,

and alienation, although the operationalizations were in many

cases somewhat different than ours. Thus, our current finding

validates these scales, and.therefore makes this current study

more or less in direct line with the previously cited studies.

And, if our theory (which is to some degree based upon these

studies) holds up, then our versions of alienation should be

related to Status Inconsistency and Social Mebility.
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Table 19 documents a significant relationship between AS and

PS (the chi square has a probability of .001 or less) with the

higher AS levels having generally higher PS means. The rela-

tionship is not, however, perfectly linear. In fact, the

lowest PS mean occurs not at the lowest AS level, but at the

third level (value 2). It might also be noted that this is

the level at which Status Inconsistency reaches a peak (Table 1).

Perhaps this is an indication that SI is affecting the PS means.

In any case, there is general validation of the notion that

one's perception of his present situation is——like alienation-

affected by his Average Status.

Table 20 documents a weak but significant linear relationship

between AS and F0, with the lower AS levels tending to have

slightly less persons in the "Optimistic" category than the

higher AS levels. That is, persons at the higher AS levels

tend to have a more Optimistic outlook than do others. Given

this relationship, we must now ask what the relationship of F0

is to alienation (remembering that F0 and alienation are not

related). It may be that all (F0, PS, etc.) are separate

facets of an AS alienation, which is not independent Of AS.

Relationship of Status Inconsistency to Dependent Variables

 

In this section, we shall examine the relationship of Status

Inconsistency to the dependent variables of alienation, PS and

F0. These are contained in Tables 21-26. We reiterate that

this section does not constitute a test of our hypotheses per se,

but forms a background against which to cast other tables
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Table 201 Average Status by Future Orientation

 

FUTURE ORIENTATION

Average Pessimistic Status Quo Optimistic Total Row

Status (0) (1) (2)

N (20 N (%) N (%) N (N) >
fl

 

 

 

(Low) 0 1510.7 56 40.0 69 49.3 140 100 1.39

1 1611.8 61 44.8 59 43.4 136 100 1.32

2 13 9.5 59 43.1 65 47.4 137 100 1.38

3 12 7.6 73 46.2 73 46.2 158 100 1.39

4 9 6.2 73 50.0 64 43.8 146 100 1.38

5 9 5.6 64 39.7 88 54.7 161 100 1.49

6 10 5.8 65 37.8 97 56.4 172 100 1.51

7 9 5.8 58 37.2 89 57.0 156 100 1.51

8 6 4.6 47 35.6 79 59.8 132 100 1.55

(High) 9 7 5.3 44 33.1 82 61.6 133 100 1.56

Total 106 ( 7.2) 600 (40.8) 765 (52.0) 1471(100) 1.45   001. i 3.71 4.30 4.81

2 I 30.84, at .18, e05>p) .01.

Table 211 Status Inconsistency by Powerlessness

 

POWERLESSNESS

Status (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total R_o_w

Inconsis. N (79 N (%) N (75) N (7‘) x

53 36.0 51 34.7 43 29.3 147 100 .93

61 38.9 66 42.0 30 19.1 157 100 .80

39 29.5 46 34.9 47 35.6 132 100 1.06

56 36.8 62 40.8 34 22.4 152 100 .86

37 25.1 70 47.6 40 27.2 147 100 1.02

54 34.4 62 39.5 41 26.1 157 100 .92

54 39.4 52 38.0 31 22.6 137 100 .83

50 29.1 75 43.6 47 27.3 172 1001 .98

A g

0
0
0
-
4
c
a
m
e
-
c
u
m
.
.
.

43 26.4 ‘ 74' 45.4 46 28.2 163 100 1.02

(High) 9 59 39.9) 59 39.9 30 20.2 148 100 .80

 

Total 506 (33.5) 617 (40.8) 389 (25.7) 1512(100) .92

x2

    
. 30e3, d: - 18, e05)P) e025e
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Table 221 Status Inconsistency by Social Isolation

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

SOCIAL ISOLATION

Status (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total ng

Inconsis. N (7.) N (%) N (%) N (7.4) 1

(Low) 0 37 25.0 79 53.4 32 (21.6 148 100 .97

1 37 23.6 81 51.6 39 (24.8 157 100 1.01

2 30 22.6 71 53.4 32 24.0 133 100 1.02

3 34 22.1 89 57.8 31 20.1 154 100 .98

4 37 25.0 74 50.0 37 25.0 148 100 1.00

5 41 25.9 75 47.5 42 26.6 158 100 1.01

6 32 23.2 76 55.1 30 21.7 138 100 .99

7 32 18.5 104 60.1 37 21.4 173 100 1.03

8 44 27.0 94 57.7 25 15.3 163 100 .88

(High) 9 40 27.0 82 55.4 26 17.6 148 100 .91

Total 364 (23.9) 825 (54.3) 331 (21.8) 1520(100) .98

x2 .. 15.96, a: - 18, .75>p> .50.

Table 231 Status Inconsistency by Normlessness

NOHMTESSNHSS

Status (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total ng

Inconsis. N (76) N (96) N N (7.) x

(Low) 0 34 23.1 64 43.6) 49 33.3 147(100) 1.10

1 51 32.7 55 35.3 50 32.0 156 100 .99

2 34 26.2 44 33.8 52 40.0 130 100 1.14

3 28 18.6 68 45.0 55 36.4 151 100 1.18

5 .49 31.0 56 35.5 53 33.5 158 100 1.03

6 36 26.1 56 40.6 46 33.3 138 100 1.07

7 31 ‘709 68 3903 74 42e8 173 100 1e25

8 32 19.8 61 37.6 69 42.6 162 100 1.23

(High) 9 34 23.0 53 35.8 61 41.2 148 100 1.18

Total 356 (23.6) 587 (38.8) 568 (37.6) 1511(100) 1.14  
x2 - 28.4, or - 18, .1)p .05.
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Table 261 Status Inconsistency by Future Orientation

 

FUTURE ORIENTATION

Status Pessimistic Status Que Optimistic Total Row

Inconsis. (O) (1) (2)

N N (76) N (56) N (56) 3?
 

 4
1

(Low) 0 12 8.6) 50 36.0 77 55.4 139 100 1.47

1 13 8.4 67 43.5 74 48.1 154 100 1.40

2 6 4.6 48 36.9 76 58.5 130 100 1.45

3 9 6.0 65 43.3 76 50.7 150 100 1.45

4 10 6.8 55 37.7 81 55.5 146 100 1.49

5 9 5.8 63 40.9 82 53.3 154 100 1.47

6 8 5.9 51 37.8 76 56.3 135 100 1.50

7 14 8.3 66 39.3 88 52.4 168 100 1.44

8 15 9.7 77 49.7 63 40.6 155 100 1.31

(High) 9 10 7.2 58 41.4 72 51.4 140 100 1.44

 

Total 106 ( 7.2) 600 (40.8) 765 (42.0) 1471(100) 1.45    
x2 . 16.70, or .18, .75)p 5.50.

utilizing controls. As background, then, we shall use the full

ten-value range Of Status Inconsistency in examining these

relationships.

Only one Of these tables contains a statistically significant

relationship (Table 21), and none contain a patterning of rela-

tionships which would allow any theoretical interpretation.

There are few differences in the row means as one inspects the

various levels Of SI. Generally, it would appear that SI has

little effect upon alienation. ‘We would argue, however, that

this is due to the confounding effect Of Average Status, and

that in the tables relating SI to alienation, while controlling

for the effect of AS, a significant relationship will obtain.

Relationship Of Social MObility to Dependent Variables

Tables 27-32 detail the relationship Of Social Mobility to

alienation, and to Present Standing and Future Orientation. An
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Table 271 Social Mobility by Powerlessness

 

 

 

 

POWERLESSNESS

Social (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total Row

Nobility N (%) N (2) N (%) N (N) X

Down 52 (43.0) 48 (39.7) 21 (17.3) 121 (100) .74

Stable 294 (30.9) 392 (41.2) 266 (27.9) 952 (100) .97

Up 127 (38.6) 132 (40.1) 70 (21.3) 329 (100) .83

Total 473 (33.7) 573 (40.8) 357 (25.5) 1402 (100) .92  
x? . 6.08, or - 4, .25) p) .10.

Table 281 Social Mobility by Social Isolation

 

 

 

 

 

SOCIAL ISOLATION

Social (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total ng

Mobility N (96) N (73) N (9(2) N (‘8) X

Down 28 (23.0) 73 (59.8) 21 (17.2) 122 (100) .94

Stable 226 (23.6) 523 (54.6) 209 (21.8) 958 (100) .98

Up 91 (27.7) 160 (48.6) 78 (23.7) 329 (100) .96

Total 345 (24.5) 756 (53.7) 308 (21.8) 1409 (100) .97
 

x2 - 6.08, or - 4, .25>p 3.10.

Table 291 Social Mobility by Normlessness

 

 

 

 

NORMLESSNESS

Social (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total ng

Nobility N (%) N (h) N (2) N (N) x

Down 29 (24.0) 54 (44.6) 38 (31.4) 121 (100) 1.07

Stable 205 (21.5) 366 (38.4) 382 (40.1) 953 (100) 1.19

Up 101 (30.7) 127 (38.6) 101 (30.7) 329 (100) 1.00

Total 335 (23.9) 547 (39.0) 521 (37.1) 1403 (100) 1.13 
 

x2 .. 16.7, df - 4, .005)p).001.
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Table 321 Social Mobility by Future Orientation

 

 

 

 

FUTURE ORIENTATION

Social (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total ng

Nobility N (To) N (N) N (%) N (2») x

Down 9 7.4 62 (51.3 50 (41.3) 121 100) 1.34

Stable 71 7.7 369 39.9 485 52.4; 925 100) 1.45

Up 19 6.0 127 (39.9 172 (54.1 318 100) 1.48

Total 99 (7.3) 558 (40.9) 707 (51.8) 1364 (100) 1.45   
 

x2 .- 7.37, df - 4, .05>p> .10.

inspection of these tables reveals that SM is significantly

related to P (Table 27), N (Table 29) and to their combination

TN (Table 30), but not to SOI (Table 28). Those statistics

which are significant have probabilities of .005 or less.

In these three significant tables, it would appear that the

"Stable" group is in all cases the most alienated, in that this

group has the highest row means-or mean alienation. And, in

all cases, there is less difference between the "Up" and "Down"

groups than between the "Stables” and any other group. This

finding partially supports those of Meier and Bell in that the

"Up" SM group is less alienated than the "Stable" group. Our

finding that the "Stable" group is the most alienated, however,

contradicts Meier and Bell's findings.2

Another interpretation Of this set of tables, though, is that

Average Status is confounding the relationship Of Social Mobility

to alienation. That is, from Table 2 we note that the "Stable"

group had the lowest AS, and the "Up" SM group has the highest

status. These notions, coupled with the previous finding of a

relationship between AS and alienation, may account for the
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relationship of Social MObility to alienation. If this is the

case, then we should expect that this relationship will dis-

appear when a control for AS is introduced into the relationship

of SM and alienation.

We would also comment on the lack of a relationship between

Social Isolation and Social Mobility. If this relationship is,

in fact, confounded by AS, then we may be seeing again the lack

Of a relationship between AS and SOI.

Tables 31 and 32 illustrate the relationship between SM, and

PS and F0 (or better, the lack of a relationship because neither

of these tables develops a significant chi square. With respect

to Table 31, however, we might notice that the PS means for each

category of SM do, in fact, correspond to the order which would

have been predicted by referring to the AS mean for each SM

group. That is, the ”Stable" group has the lowest AS mean and

the lowest PS mean; and the "Up" SM group has the highest AS

mean and.the highest PS mean. With respect to Table 32, however,

this is not the case-the FO means do.ggt_follOW’the order that

would have been predicted by referring to AS means.

In summary, it would appear that SM is related to alienation,

but that this relationship may be accounted for by reference to

the AS contamination Of each level or category Of SM. If this

is in fact true, then these relationships would disappear when

controlled for AS; if there is any true relationship of SM to

alienation, then it should remain when the AS control is intro-

ducede
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Second Order Controlled Relationships

Average Status Relationships
 

In this section, we shall examine the relationship of Average

Status to alienation, etc., while controlling for Social Mobility

and Status Inconsistency. In these controls, as well as the

remaining controls inthis chapter, the values of AS and SI are

collapsed from the ten-value range presented in previous tables,

to five- and three-value ranges, respectively. Again, this is

done in order to keep the number of cells in the over-all

tables within an interpretable range, and also to assure suf-

ficient N in each cell to allow legitimate interpretation.

Tables 33-38 describe the relationship of AS to the dependent

variables while controlling for SM, and Tables 39-44 describe

the relationship of AS to the dependent variables while

controlling for SI.

Tables 33, 35 and 36 indicate that the original relationship

of AS to P, N and EN is not disrupted by the control for SM.

In each case, there is a generally inverse linear regression

of alienation means (row means) on A5, for each level of SM.

The only consistent exception to this pattern occurs in the

"Up" control category, where at the second level of AS, the row

mean is higher than one would expect-there is an increase in

the mean rather than a decrease consistent with the general

linear regresSion. we would take these patterns as confirming

a relationship between AS and alienation.

Table 34 documents the lack of a relationship between AS and

Social Isolation. This corresponds to the original finding in
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Table 331 Average Status by Pewerlessness at Each Level

of Social Mobility

 

Social POWERLESSNESS

 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mobility Average (1.01120 1 (High) 2 Total H211

Control Status N N?) N (%) N (7‘) N (7°) X

(Lo) 0 4 30.8 6 46.1 3 23.1 13 100) .92

1 12 40.0 11 36.7 7 23.3 30 1001 .83

Down 2 14 42.4 14 42.4 5 15.2 33 100 .73

3 17 50.0 12 35.31 5114.7 34 100; .65

(Hi) 4 5 45.5 5 45.5 1 9.1 11 100 .64

(Lo) 0 51121.8 76 32.51 107 45.7 234 100 1.24

1 60 27.4 103 47.0 56 25.6 219 100 .98

Stable 2 61 32.6 81 43.3 45 24.1 187 100 .91

3 67 38.1 69 39.2 40 22.7 176 100 .85

(Hi) 4 55 40.4 63 46.3 18 13.3 136 100 .73

(LO) 0 3 27.3 5 45.4 3 27.3 11 100) 1.00

1 6 20.0 14 46.7 10 33.3 30 100 1.13

Up 2 19 27.5 33 47.8 17 24.7 69 100 .97

3 48 45.3 38 35.8 20 18.9 106 100 .74

(Hi) 4 51 45.1 42 37.2 20 17.7 113 100 .73

Table 341 Average Status by Social Isolation at Each Level

of Social Mobility

Social ( ) SOCIAL ISOLATION )

Mobility Average me O 1 High 2 Total ng

Control Status N (76) N N (96) N (36) 11

(L0) 0 3 23.1 7538 3 23.1 13 100 1.00

1 4 12.9 167. 7 6 19.4 31 100 1.06

Down 2 10 30.3 9576 4 12.1 33 100 .82

3 8 25.5161.8 5 14.7 34 100 .91

(Hi) 4 1 3 27.35454 3 27.3 11 100 1.00

(Lo) 0 36 15.2 137 58. 3) 62 26.4) 235 100 1.11

1 51 23.1 122 55. 2 48 21.7 221 100 .99

Stable 2 57 30.3148.4 40 21.3 188 100 .91

3 49 27.7 252.0 36 20.3 177 100 .93

(Hi) 4 33 24.1159.1 23 16.8 137 100 .93

(Lo) 0 327.3 6 54.5 2 18.2 11 100 .91

1 10333.3 653.3 4 13.4 30 100 .80

Up 2 1217.4 652.2 21 30.4 69 100 1.13

3 292“.41b§453; 29 27.3 106 100; 1.00

(Hi) 4 3732.7 447 8 22 19.5 113 100 .87    
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Table 371 Average Status by Present Standing

155

at Each Level of Social Mobility*

 

 

 

Social MObility Average Mean

Control Status Present Standing

(Lo) 0 5.77

1 6.61

Down 2 6.63

3 7.24

(Hi) 4 7.64

(La) 0 6.52

1 6.57

Stable 2 6.67

. 3 7-19

(Hi) 4 7.13

(Lo) 0 6.73

1 6.40

Up 2 7.10

3 7.17

(Hi) 4 7.40    
*

Because of the extreme length of the full table, only the

means are presented here.

Table 381 Average Status by Future Orientation at Each Level

of Social Mobility

 

 

 

  

Social FUTURE ORIENTATION

Mobility Average Pessimistic Status Optimistic Total Row

Control Status (0) Quoé1g (2) __

N (76) N 96 N (9%) N (7%) J!

(Lo) 0 7.7 8 61.5) 4 30.8 13 100 1.23

1 16.1 12 38.7 14 45.2 31 100 1.29

Down 2 6.2 19 59.4 11 34.4 32 100 1.28

3 2.9 19 55.9 14 41.2 34 100 1.38

(Hi) 4 0.0 4 36.4 7 63.6 11 100 1.64

(Lo) 0 10.7 90 40.2 110(49.1) 224 100)1.38

1 8.9 96 45.1 98 46.0 213 100 1.37

Stable 2 4.9 79 42.9 96 52.2 184 100 1.47

3 7.0 59 34.3 101 58.7 172 100 1.52

(Hi) 4 5.3 45 34.1 80 60.6 E132 100 1.55

(Lo) 0 0.0 7 70.0 3 30.0 10 100 1.30

1 3.9 14 53.8 11 42.3 26 100 1.38

3 5.7 41 38.7 59 55.6 106 100 1.50

(Hi) 4 5.4) 36 32.4 69 62.2 111 100 1.57   
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Table 391 Average Status by Powerlessness at Each Level

of Status Inconsistency

 

 

 

St POWERLESSNESS
atus

Inconsis. Average (Law)0 W1 (High) 2 Total ng

Control Status N (70) N (%) 11(96) 1:

O 22 16.8 030.5 69 52.7 131 100 1.36

1 10 31.2 546.9 7 21.9 32 100 .91

(low) 2 16 42.1 36.8 8 21.1 38 100 .79

0 3 37 41.1640.0 17 18.9 90 100 .78

4 68 46.9 840.0 19 13.1 145 100 .66

0 23 30.7 925.3 33 44.0 75 100 1.13

1 32 25.8 6452 36 29.0 124 100 1.03

1 2 48 29.8 049- 7 33 20.5 161 100 .91

3 61 43.3 934.7 31 22.0 141 100 .79

4 37 40.2 245- 7 13 14.1 92 100 .74

0 18 21.9 36 43.9 28 34.2 82 100 1.12

1 41 27.3 70 46.7 39 26.0 150 100 .99

(High) 2 36 31.0 50 43.1 30 25.9 116 100 .95

2 3 45 44.6 38 37.6 18 17.8 101 100 .73

4 12 35.3 14 41.2 8 23.5 34 100 .88  
 

Table 40: Average Status by Social Isolation at Each Level

of Status Inconsistency

SOCIAL ISOLATION

(Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total Row

N (79) N (90 N (7") N(%) X

40 30.3

 

    

  

Status

Inconsis.

Control
        

      
132 100 1.16

7 21.915 46.9 10 31.2 32 100 1.09

(Low) 10 26.3 257.9 6 15.8 38 100 .89

0 31 34.4 43 47.8 16 17.8 90 100 .83

31 21.2 146 100 .96

566 20 26.36100

57. 27 21.4 126 100 1.00

49. 40 24.7 162 100 .99

(4 g E 1422100; .99

5 100 .91

2100 .99

.97

.91

.96

.76

100

100

100

4100
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Table 431 Average Status by Present Standing

at all Levels of Status Inconsistency

 

Status Inconsis.

Control

Average Mean

Status PRESENT STANDING
 

”

 

(Low) 0

(High) 2

#
w
m
-
s
o

#
U
J
N
-
fi
o
#
U
N
-
‘
O 6.44

6.03

6.71

7.18

7.21

6.37

6.54

6.80

7.16

6.85

6.73

6.54

6.90

6.72

7.44

    
Table 44: Average Status by Future Orientation at Each Level

of Status Inconsistency

 

 

 

  

  

FUTURE ORIENTATION

Status Average Pessimistic Status Optimistic Total Row

Inconsis. Status (0) QuoE1g (2) ._

Control N (%) N 96 N (7.) N(%) x

0 16 12.7) 51%40.5 59(46.8 126 100; 1.34

1 2 6.7 13 43.3 15 50.0 39 100 1.43

(Low) 2 1 2.6i 19 50.0 18 47.4 38 100) 1.45

0 3 5 5.7 27530.7 56 63.6 88 100; 1.58

4 7 5.0) 55 39.0 79 56.0 141 100 1.51

0 6g 8.3) 32(44 5) 34(47.2) 72(100) 1.39

1 9 7'31 53E43.1; 61149.61 123E100? 1.42

1 2 9 5.7 66 41.5 84 52.8 159 100 1.47

3 8E 5'71 60é42.9; 72é51.43 140E1003 1.46

4 4 4.4 23 25 3 64 70.3 91 100 1.66

o 9 11.5 34(43. 6 35 44.9) 78 100) 1.33

1 14 9.9 66 £46. 5 62 43.6 142 100 1.34

(High) 2 8 7.3 52 47 3 50 45.4: 110 1001 1.38

2 3 6 6.0 364 36. 0 58 58.0 100 100 1.52

4 2( 6.1) 13(394) 18(54.5) 33(100) 1.48
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Table 16, and again indicates the possible separability of SOI

as a component of alienation, with respect to AS.

Table 37 depicts the relationship of AS and Present Standing.

In this table, we have presented only the mean PS for each AS

level, at each level of SM, rather than the full eleven-value

PS range. This was done because the original table with all

eleven values contained 154 cells, and.with some cells contain-

ing few or no N, making the full table of doubtful value. In

any case, inspection of the means allows one to make sufficient

interpretations. Inspection of these means reveals patterns

which are similar to those presented in Table 19. Generally,

there is an increase in PS means with each increase in AS

level, at each level of SM. The only exception occurs at the

second AS level in the "Up" SM category, where the PS mean

dr0ps below that which one would have expected based upon the

general linear increase. Generally, the relationships are

much more "linear" than in the original table.

Table 38 characterizes the relationship between AS and

Future Orientation. Again, there is a generally linear rela-

tionship, with each AS level having a higher F0 mean, and a

higher percentage of persons in the "Optimistic" category than

any lower AS level. This relationship is present at each level

of the SM.control. we would take this as evidence that AS is

related to F0, irrespective of any effect that SM might have

upon F0.

Tables 39, 41 and 42 indicate that AS is related.to P, N and

PN, at each level of control for Status Inconsistency. Again,
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each level of AS has a lower alienation mean than the next higher

AS level, and the inverse linear relationship remains. Table 40

indicates that there is a general inverse linear regression for

SOI, but the magnitude of the differences between the various SOI

means are very small, which would lead us to state that again,

there is no relationship between AS and SOI.

Table 43 indicates that AS is related to PS, at each level of

control for SI. Again, the relationship is linear and direct.

The only exceptions are at the high and low consistency levels,

where the relationship is slightly curvilinear, with the lowest

AS level having a higher PS mean than the next highest AS level.

Given the general linearity of the rest of the PS means, however,

we would interpret this as a linear relationship.

Table 44 indicates a direct relationship between A8 and F0,

at each level of SI. Generally, there are higher percentages

of persons in the "Optimistic" category at the higher AS levels,

than at the lower AS levels, at each level of SI. We would

interpret this to mean that AS is related to F0, irrespective

of any influence that SI might exert.

In summary, it would appear that Average Status is consistently

related to alienation, as indexed by the alienation sub-scales—-

as well as by Present Standing and Future 0rientation—-and that

the effect of SI and SM on AS is little or none. we would also

note that 501 seems to be somewhat independent index of aliena-

tion, at least as far as AS is concerned. It may be that SOI

indexes a form of alienation that is characteristic of some other

more or less "specialized" population, but it is definitely not
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characteristic of high or low Average Status.

We might note that the control for SM—-at least at the "Up"

category——tends to produce a deflection in the linear regression

of alienation means at the second, or lower-middle, status level.

This is also the level at which Status Inconsistency "peaks" in

its relationship to Average Status, so that perhaps the Social

Mobility control allows SI to exert its effect in selected places

upon the AS scale. This may be borne out in examining later

tables depicting the relationship of SI to alienation, while

controlling for AS and SM simultaneously.

Status Inconsistency Relationships
 

Tables 45—50 characterize the relationship of SI to alienation,

at each level of SM. An inspection of these tables reveals,

briefly, that there is no consistent pattern, and therefore,

absolutely no relationship between SI and alienation. The only

possible exception is the Table 48, where a linear, direct rela-

tionship between SI and PN appears. Examination of Tables 45 and

47 (for P and N, separately), however, reveals that neither of

these component tables indicate a linear relationship; further,

they appear to create an impression of linearity due to mutual

canceling out of differences. That is, when Tables 45 and 47—-

which make up Table 48—-are taken separately, they indicate no

consistent relationship; when they are fused as they are in

Table 48, it would appear that they spuriously create an impres-

sion of linearity. we would argue that all three tables must

have a consistent linear pattern to constitute "proof" of a
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Table 451 Status Inconsistency by Powerlessness at Each Level

of Social Mobility

 

   

   

  

POWERLESSNESS

Social

Mobility Status (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total ng

Control Inconsis. N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) X

(Lo) 0 15 44.1 17 50.0 2 5.9 34 100 .62

Down 1 27 51.9 16 30.8 9 17.3 52 100 .65

(Hi) 2 10 28.5 15 42.9 10 28.6 35 100 1.00

(Lo) 0 95 33.7) 100 35.5 87 30.8 282 100) .97

Stable 1 106 29.0) 163 44.7 96 26.3 365 100; .97

(Hi) 2 93 30.5 129 42.3 83 27.2 305 100 .97

(Lo) 0 33 41.8 32 40.5 14 17.7 79 100) .76

Up 1 49 39.2 45 36.0 31 24.8 125 100; .86

(Hi) 2 45 36.0 55 44.0 25 20.0 125 100 .84   
Table 46: Status Inconsistency by Social Isolation at Each Level

of Social Mobility

 

 

 

Social SOCIAL ISOLATION

Mobility Status (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total ‘Bpw

Control Inconsis. N (93) N (76) N (75) N X

(Lo) 0 9 26.5 20 58.8 5 14.7 34 100 .88

Down 1 12 22.6 29 54.7 12 22.7 53 100 1.00

(Hi) 2 7 20.0 24 68.6 4 11.4 35 100 .91

(Lo) 0 68 23.9 144 50.7 72 25.4 284 100 1.01

Stable 1 89 24.2 195 53.0 84 22.8 368 100 .99

(Hi) 2 69 22.6 184 60.1 53 17.3 306 100 .95

(Lo) 0 22 27.8 39 49.4 18 22.8 79 100 .95

Up 1 32 25.6 60 48.0 33 26.4 125 100 1.01

(Hi) 2 37 29.6 61 48.8 27 21.6 125 100 .92  
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Table 49: Status Inconsistency by Present Standing

at Each Level of Social Mobility

 

 

 

Social Mobility Status Mean

Control Inconsis. PRESENT STANDING

(Lo) 0 7.09

Down 1 6e51

(Hi) 2 6.94

(Lo) 0 6.76

Stable 1 6.72

(Hi) 2 6.84

us)0 7J6

Up 1 7.14

(Hi) 2 6.82    
Table 50: Status Inconsistency by Future Orientation

at Each Level of Social Mobility

 

 

 

FUTURE ORIENTATION

Social Status Pessimistic Status Optimistic Total Row

Mobility Inconsis. (0) Quo ) (2) ._

Control N (%) N V N (%) N (%) X

(Lo) 0 1( 2.9) . 19(55.9) 14(41.2) 34(100) 1.38

Down 1 2( 3.8) 27(50.9) 24(45.3) 53(100) 1.42

(Hi) 2 6(17.6) 16(47.1) 12(35.3) 34(100) 1.18

(Lo) 0 23( 8.4) 106(39.0) 143(52.6) 272(100) 1.44

Stable 1 26( 7.3) 139(38.8) 193(53.9) 358(100) 1.47

(21) 2 22( 7.5) 124(42.o) 149(5o.5) 295(100) 1.43

(Lo) 0 3( 3.9) 26(38.3) 49(62.8) 78(100) 1.59

Up 1 7( 5.7) 50(41.0) 65(53.3) 122(100) 1.48

(81) 2 9( 7.6) .51(43.2) 58(49.2) 118(100) 1.42  
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relationship. And they do not.

Tables 51—56 detail the relationship of SI to alienation,

when controlling for AS. According to our original hypotheses,

AS confounds the expected relationship of SI to alienation.

Therefore, in this set of tables, there should be a relationship

between SI and alienation. But, as with the previous tables,

there are no indications whatsoever of a relationship. An

inspection of the row means for each level of SI, at each control

level of AS, reveals no consistent patterning which can be taken

as evidence for the existence of a relationship. We are forced

to conclude, then, that there is no relationship between SI and

alienation.

In summary, and at least for the first order controls, we

must reject our original hypotheses of significant differences

between various levels of Status Inconsistency with respect to

alienation. There appear to be few, if any differences. Control-

ling for the effect of AS upon SI does not produce the expected

relationship, and, therefore, we conclude that SI has no effect

on alienation.

Social Mobility Relationships
 

Tables 57-62 detail the relationship of SM to alienation,

while controlling for the effect of SI; and Tables 63—68 detail

the relationship of SM t0 alienation while controlling for the

effect of AS. An inspection of Tables 57, 59 and 60 reveals

that——in 8 of 9 cases-it is the "Stable" group which has the

highest level of alienation. This finding, of course, may be
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Table 55: Status Inconsistency by Present Standing

at Each Level of Average Status

 

 

 

   

Average Status Status Mean

Control Inconsis. PRESENT STANDING

(Lo) 0 6.44

(Hi) 2 6.73

(Lo) 0 6.03

1 6.54

(Hi) 2 6.54

(Lo) 0 6.71

1 6.80

(Hi) 2 6.90

(Lo) 0 7.18

1 7.16

(Hi) 2 7.22

(Lo) 0 7.21

(High) 4 1 6.85

(Hi) 2 7.44
 

Table 56: Status Inconsistency by Future Orientation

at Each Level of Average Status

 

 

 

FUTURE ORIENTATION
Average

Status Status Pessimistic Status Optimistic Total ng

Control Incon. (O) Quoé1) (2) N (%) .X

N (79) N /O N (%)

(Lo)0 16(12.7; 51(4o.5) 59(46.8) 126€1oo) 1.34

(Low)0 1 6( 8.3 32( 4.5) 34(47.2) 72 100) 1.39

(Hi)2 9(11.5) 34(43.6) 35(44.9) 78(100) 1.33

(Lo)o 2( 6. 7) 13E43.3) 15(50.o) 30(100) 1.43

1 135 7.3) 53 43.1) 61(49.6) 123(100) 1.42

(Hi)2 9.9) 66(46.5) 62(43.6) 142(100) 1.34

(Lo)o 1( 2.6) 19(5o.o) 18(47.4; 38(100) 1.45

2 1 9( 5.7) 66(41.5) 84(52.8 159(100) 1.47

(Hi)2 8( 7.3) 52(47.3) 50(45.4) 110(100) 1.38

(Lo)0 5( 5.7) 27(3o.7) 56(63.6) 88(100) 1.58

3 1 8% 5.7) 60(42.9) 72(51.4) 140(100) 1.46

(31)2 6 6.0) 36(36.o) 58(58.0) 100(100) 1.52

(Lo)o ' 7< 5.0) 55(39.o) 79(56.o) 141(100) 1.51

(High)4 1 4( 44) 23(25.3) 64(7o.3) 91(100) 1.66

(Hi)2 2( 6.1) 13(39.4) 18(54.5) 33(100) 1.48     
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Table 57: Social mobility by Powerlessness at Each Level

of Status Inconsistency

 

POWERLESSNESS

 

   

Status

Inconsis. Social (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total Raw

Control Mobility N (fi) N (A) N (t) N (% x

Down 15E44.1; 17 50.0)8$é59) 34E1oo) .62

(Low)O Stable 95 33.7 100 35.5 o. 8) 87 100; .97

Up 33(41.8) 32 40.5) 14(17. 7) 79(100 .76

Down 27551.9) 16 30.8)9917.3) 52(100) .65

1 Stable 106 29.0) 163 14.7 96 26.3) 365(100) .97

Up 49(39.2) 45 36.0) 31 24.8) 125(100) .86

Down 1o(28.6) 15%42.8) 1o(28 6 35E1oo) 1.00

(High)2 Stable 93€3o.5) 129 42.3) 83227 2 305 100) .97

Up 45 36.0) 55(44.0) 25 7o 0 125(100) .84

 

Table 58: Social Mobility by Social Isolation at Each Level

of Status InconsistenCy

 

SOCIAL ISOLATION

 

Status

Inconsis. Social (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total 32y

Control Mobility N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) x

Down 9(26.5) 20(58.8) 5(14.7) 34(100) .88

(Low)0 Stable 68(23.9) 144(50.7) 72(25.4) 284(100) 1.01

Up 22(27.8) 39(49.4) 18(22.8) 79(100) .95

Down 12(22.6) 29(54.8) 12(22.6) 53(100) 1.00

1 Stable 89(24.2) 195(53.o) 84(22.8) 368(100) .99

Up 32(25.6) 6o(48.0) 33(26.4) 125(100) 1.01

Down 7(2o.o) 24(68.6) 4(11.4) 35(160) .91

(High)2 Stable 69(22.6) 184(60.1) 53(17.3) 306(100) .95

Up 37(29.6) 61(42.8) 27(21.6) 125(100) .92    
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Table 61: Social mobility by Present Standing

at Each Level of Status Inconsistency

 

 

 

Status Kean

Inconsistency Social

Control Mobility PRESENT STANDING

Down 7.09

(Low) 0 Stable 6.76

Up 7016

Down 6.51

1 Stable 6.72

Down 6094

(High) 2 Stable 6.84

   
 

Table 62: Social Mobility by Future Orientation at Each

Level of Status Inconsistency

 

 

 

  

FUTURE ORIENTATION

Status Pessimistic Status Optimistic Total Row

Incon. Social (0) Quoé1) (2) ._

Control Mobility N ()3) N 'o N . (‘73) N (%) X

Down 1( 2.9) 19(55.9) 14(41.2) 34(100) 1.38

'(ng) Stable 23( 8.4) 106(39.0) 143(52.6) 272(1OO) 1.44

Up 3( 3.9) 26(33.3) 49(62.8) 78(100) 1.59.

Down 2( 3.8) 27(5o.9) 24(45.3) 53(100) 1.42

1 Stable 26( 7.3) 139(38.8) 193(53.9) 358(100) 1.47

Up 7( 5.7) 50(41.o) 65(53.3) 122(100) 1.48

Down 6(17.6) 16(47.1) 12(35.3) 34(100) 1.18

'(High) Stable 22( 7.5) 124(42.O) 149(50.5) 295(100) 1.43

2 Up 9( 7.6) 51(43.2) 58(49.2) 118(1OO) 1.42
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Table 67: Social Hobility by Present Standing

at Each Level of Average Status

 

 

 

Average Status Social Mean

Control Mobility PRESENT STANDING

Down 5.77

(Low) 0 Stable 6.52

Up 6073

Down 6.61

1 Stable 6.5?

Up 6.40

Down 6.63

2 Stable 6.67

Down 7.24

3 Stable 7.19

Down 7.64

(High) 4 Stable 7.13

Up 7.04   
 

Table 68: Social Mobility by Future Orientation at Each

Level of Average Status

 

 

 

    

FUTURE ORIENTATION

Average Social Pessimistic Status Optimistic Total Row

Status mobility (o) QuoE1) 2) __

Control N (96) N %) N (96) N (%) 1:

(Low) Down 7.7 8 61.5 4530.8 13 100; 1.23

0 Stable 24 10.7 90 4o. 2 110 49.1 224 100 1.38

Up 0 0.0 770.0 3(30. 0 10 100) 1.30

Down 5 16.1 238. 7) 14(45. 2 31(1oog 1.29

1 Stable 19 8.9 645.1; 98(46.0 213E100 1.37

Up 1 3.9 453.8; 11(42. 3 26 100) 1.38

Down 2 6.2 959.4 11 34. 4 32 100 1.28

2 Stable 9 4.9 $42.9 96 52. 2 184 100 1.47

Up 6 9.2 44.6 3o 46. 2 65 100 1.37

Down 1 2.9) 55.9) 14 41..2; 34(1oog 1.38

3 Stable 12 7.0;5934.3;1o1 58. 7 1725100 1.52

Up 6 5.7 138. 7; 59 55. 6) 106 100) 1.50

Down 0 0.0 436.4) 72 63. 6 11§1oo 1.64

(High) Stable 7 5.3 534.1 802 60. 6 132 100 1.55

4 Up 6 5.4 632.4 69(62. 2 111(100 1.57
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due to the effect of AS. Tables 58, 61 and 62 reveal no consis-

tent patterns. Our conclusion, then, is that SM may be related

to alienation, but that this pattern may also be accounted for

by AS.

An inspection of Tables 63—68 reveals that no consistent

relationship exists between SM and alienation when AS is control-

led. When taken in context of the previous set of tables, it

becomes obvious that AS accounts for the previous relationship of

SM to alienation, i.e., because "Stable" persons are also the

ones with the lowest AS. This pattern is retained, however, at

the lowest level of status. (At the lowest level of status,

those persons who are "Stable" are the most alienated, when,

given the control for AS, we would not expect this.) It may be

that those persons in this lowest AS stratum who are downwardly

mobile remember what it was like (when they were kids), and those

who are upwardly mobile think that they will get out, and, there-

fore, do not become alienated. This is not, however, borne out

in Table 68, where the low AS "Stable" persons have the highest

ipercentage of people in the "Optimistic" category, whereas——

if our speculations are correct—awe should expect that the "Up"

Sm group would have the highest percentage. It may be, then,

that this "exception" is only a chance exception.

In summary, we must note that of all three independent vari—

ables, it is clear that AS is the only one that is consistently

related to alienation, and that if the other two variables (8%

and SI) are related to alienation, it is due to the confounding
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effect of AS. Before we can state definite conclusions, how-

ever, we should examine the third order tables to see if the

above relationships-—and the lack of relationships-—obtain.

Third Order Control Relationships

Introduction
 

In this section, we shall examine the relationship of each of

our three independent variables to our dependent variables, while

controlling for the other two, e.g., we shall examine the AS

relationships while controlling for SM and SI simultaneously,

etc. Because each of these tables will produce 45 rows and,

consequently, a huge number of cells (495 cells in the case of

PS), we shall present only the row means, or the means of the

dependent variable for each level (row) of the independent

variable and its controls.

In creating these tables, we might note that it is only

necessary to create one "set” of tables for each independent

variable. For example, using AS as the primary control and SM

as the secondary control, is (with respect to the order of SI)

equivalent to using SM as the primary control and AS as the

secondary control. That is, shifting primary and secondary

controls does not alter the arrangement of rows in the SI-

dependent variable sub-table (see Figure 1). For these reasons,

then, only one set of tables will be presented, for each

independent variable.

In terms of analysis, we shall inspect each sub-table, i.e.,

the table listing the relationship between the independent
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Figure 1: Two Tables Illustrating Similarity of

Various Control Variable Arrangements

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

  

  

 

Dependent Variable Dependent Variable

AS 33 SI 0 1 2 sm AS SI 0 1 2

o 1 2 3‘\ o 1 2 3

D 1 4 5 6 or. 1 4 5 6

2 7 8 91f '7 2 7 8 9

o 10 11 12 (o 28 29 30)

O S 1 13 14 15 1 1 31 32 33

2161718 /2 343536

0 19 2o 21 0

U 1 22 23 24 D 2 1

2 25 26 27 2

o 28 29 30 o

D 1 31 32 33 3 1

2 34 35 36 2

O 37 38 39 0

1 s 1 4o 41 42 4 1

2 43 44 45 2

0 46 47 48 91:00

U 1 49 50 51

2 52 53 54

etc.

 

variable and the dependent variable at each level of the two con-

trol variables taken together. Then, we shall attempt to make

some statement referring to the presence or absence of a consis—

tent pattern throughout all or a majority of the sub-tables. That

is, if a table contains nine sub-tables (as does the AS-dependent

variable, controlled for SI and SH), then a consistent pattern

should ideally be present in all nine of the tables; we shall

modify this, however, and expect only a "large majority" of con-

sistent patterns throughout the sub-tables. Obviously, the

analysis will also be subject to other types of judgments, e.g.,
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linearity, size of differences, etc. We shall endeavor to present

these as explicitly as possible.

Average Status

 

Tables 69-74 list the relationship of Average Status to the

dependent variables at each level of Status Inconsistency and

Social Mobility. This control set produces nine sub-tables,

each sub-table listing the relationship of AS to a dependent

variable. An inspection of these sub—tables reveals that in the

majority of cases (from five of nine to seven of nine sub-

tables), there is a very general linear relationship between

AS and alienation, both in terms of the sub-scales and in

terms of PS and F0. This does not, however, hold true for

Social Isolation, where in only one of the nine sub-tables does

a linear relationship hold true. Otherwise, no consistent rela-

tionship patterns exist between AS and SOI.

The creation of a table with 45 rows, however, also raises

the possibility that some of the rows will have a relatively

small N.3 This is, in fact, true, and two rows have zero

frequencies: "Low" SIé—"Up" SX—-"1" AS and "High" SI-—"Down" 51,.

"High" AS. Others have frequencies as small as one, two, three

or four (Table 69). A very small N produces a relatively high

amount of variance, and an unstable estimate of the true popu-

lation mean. When row means based upon an N of five or less

were dropped, and then the linearity of the remaining means was

inspected, it became apparent that a vast majority of sub-

tables exhibited a general 1inearity—-in most cases around
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Table 69: Average Status by Powerlessness Means with Controls

for Status Inconsistency and Social Mobility

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Status Social Average POWERLESSNESS

Inconsis. Mobility Status Total leans

(Iow)0 4 1.00

1 2 .50

Down 2 4 .75

3 16 .56

(High)4 8 .50

(IDW)O 106 1.34

1 26 .85

(Low) Stable 2 25 .72

o 3 50 .82

(High)4 i 75 .68

(Low)0 I 1 2.00

1 l o .00

UP 2 4 075

3 l 17 1.06

(High)4 57 .65

(Iow)0 ‘ 4 .75

1 15 .87

Down 2 17 .47

3 13 .54

(High)4 3 1.00

(Low)0 l 63 1.16

1 83 1.01

1 Stable 2 1 103 .98

3 7 73 .88

(Hish)4 7 43 .77

(me)0 3 .67

1 10 1.40

Up 2 25 1.00

3 47 .77

(High)4 i 40 075

(Inw)0 : 5 1.00

1 I 13 .85

Down 2 ' 12 1.08

3 5 1.20

(High)4 7 o .oo

1 110 .99

(High) Stable 2 4 59 .88

2 3 53 .83

(High)4 i 18 .83

(Low)O 7 1.00

1 20 1.00

3 42 ‘ .57

(High)4 . 16 1 .94    
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Table 70: Average Status by Social Isolation Means with

Controls for Status Inconsistency and Social Mobility

 

SOCIAL ISOLATION

Means

Status Social Average

Inconsis. Mobility Status
 

 

8
‘

E
L

0 .75

1.00

1.00

.75

1.13

Down

(High)
 

A

8
‘

E
L

1.19

1.08

.88

078

.95

(Low) 0 Stable

(High)
 

5‘ E
L

1.00

.00

1.00

1.06

(High) .91
 

5
‘

E
L

1.50

1.19

.71

1.08

.67

Down

(High)
 

(lbw) 1.10

.94

.98

.96

.98

1 Stable

(High)
 

5
‘

E
L

1.00

1.00

1.20

1.06

.83

Up

(High)
 

.80

.92

.92

1.00

.00

(Low)

Down

(High)
 

,
\ 5
‘

E
L

1.00

1.00

.80

1.02

.72

(High) 2 Stable

(High)
 

.86

.70

1.10

.90

.81
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Table 71: Average Status by Normlessness Means with Controls

for Status Inconsistency and Social Mobility

 

 

 

  
 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Status Social Average NORMLESSNESS

Inconsis. Mobility Status Means

(Low) 0 1.75

1 .50

Down 2 .75

3 1.00

(High) 4 1.00

(Low) 0 1.49

1 .73

(low) 0 Stable 2 .88

3 078

4High) 4 .86

(Low) 0 2.00

1 .00

3 .65

. (High) 4 1.07

1 1.31

Down 2 .94

3 1.00

(High) 4 1.00

(LOW) 0 1049

1 1.25

1 Stable 2 1.17

3 .93

(High) 4 .93

1 1.60

3 096

(High) 4 .80

(Low) 0 1.00

1 1.08

Down 2 1008

3 1.00

(High) 4 .00

(Low) 0 1.58

1 1.37

(High) 2 Stable 2 1.22

3 1.11

(High) 4 .94

(Low) 0 .86

1 1.40

Up 2 1.18

3 .74

(High) 4 1.00     
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Table 72: Average Status by Powerlessness—Normlessness Means

with Controls for Status Inconsistency and Social Mobility

 

Status Social Average Powerlessness-

Inconsis. Mobility Status Normlessness Means

 

 

(Low) 0 2.50

1.00

2.00

1.75

2.00
 

2.86

1.81

1.84

1.66

1.79

(Low) 0 Stable

 

4.00

.00

1.50

2.00

1.91

Up

 

3.00

2.33

1.71

1.69

2.33
 

2.65

2.30

1 Stable 2037

1.91
 

2.67

3.30

2.16

1.96

1.73

Up

 

2.60

2.00

2.33

2.20

.00

Down

 

2.91

2.37

2.10

2.17

1.67

(High) 2 Stable

 

2.29

2.65

2.33

1.52

2.19

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

0

1

2

3 2.05

4

0

1

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

0

1

Up 2

3

4     
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Table 73: Average Status by Present Standing Means with

Controls for Status Inconsistency and Social Mobility

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Status Social Average Present Standing

Inconsis. Mobility Status Means

(low) 0 6.25

1 6.50

Down 2 6.00

3 7.31

(High) 4 7.75

(Low) 0 6.45

1 6.08

(16w) 0 Stable 2 6.56

3 7.18

(High) 4 7.23

(Low) 0 8.00

1 .00

Up 2 8.75

3 6.94

(High) 4 7.11

(Low) 0 3.75

1 6.44

Down 2 6.65

3 7.08

(High) 4 7.33

(low) 0 6.57

1 6.64

1 Stable 2 6.55

3 7.18

(High) 4 5-75

1 6.90

3 7.28

(High) 4 6.83

(low) 0 7.00

1 6.85

Down 2 6.82

3 7.40

(High) 4 .00

(Low) 0 6.59

1 6.63

(High) 2 Stable 2 6.93

3 7.20

(High) 4 7.56

(low) 0 6.57

1 6.15

3 7.14

(High) 4 7.31   
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Table 74: Average Status by Future Orientation Means With

Controls for Status Inconsistency and Social Mobility

 

Status Social Average FUTURE ORIENTATION

Inconsis. Mobility Status Means
 

 

(Low) 0 1.00

1.50

1.00

1.44

1.63

1.37

1.44

1.40

1.58

1.46

2.00

.00

1.50

1.59

1.59

1.50

1.44

1.47

1.23

1.67

1

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

0 1.38

1 1.37

2 1.51

3 1.44

4

0

1

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

Down

 

(Low) 0 Stable

 

Up

 

 

1 Stable

1.71

1.00

1.44

1.29

1.49

1.60

1.20

1.08

1.09

1.60

.00

1.40

1.36

1-44

1.56

1.56

1.29

1.35
1.41

1.48

1.40

 

Up

 

 

(High) 2 Stable

 

Up     
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seven of nine possible tables, with SOI excepted, of course.

An inspection of the various levels of control across the

various major tables also reveals that-~with one exception-

"error", or sub-tables in a level which did not fit our predicted

linear pattern Were relatively randomly scattered and not concen-

trated in any one level of control. The exception was for the

"High" SIé-"Down" SM sub—table which produced a linear relation-

ship only with respect to Present Standing, and even then, line-

arity was based upon only two means, with the other three dropped

for containing five or less cases. One might also note that there

were only 34 persons at this level of control, so it may be a

"deviant" case.

We would conclude, then, that AS is related to alienation, at

all levels of control for SI and SM. We would note, however,

that there is a relatively large amount of variance in these

linear patterns, and that no statistical significance testing

was done. If such a statistical test should be devised, it

might prove that these generally linear patterns were only

Spurious, and insignificant. Uhtil such a test is developed,

however, we would maintain that the relationship does, in fact,

exist.

Status Inconsistency
 

Tables 75-80 depict the relationship of Status Inconsistency to

the dependent variables while controlling for Average Status and

Social Mobility, simultaneously. This control set produces 15

sub-tables, with each sub-table listing the relationship of SI
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Table 75: Status Inconsistency by Powerlessness Means with

Controls for Average Status and Social Mobility

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Social Status POWERLESSNESS

Status Mobility Inconsistency Means

(LOW) 0 1.00

Down 1 .75

(High) 2 1.00

(Low) 0 Stable 1 1.16

(High) 2 1.15

(low) 0 2.00

(High) 2 1.00

(LOW) O 050

Down 1 .87

(High) 2 .85

1 Stable 1 1.01

(High) 2 ~99

(um)0 .00

(High) 2 1.00

(Low) 0 .75

Down 1 .47

(High) 2 1.08

(km)0 .75

2 Stable 1 1.00

(High) 2 .68

(LOW) O .72

(High) 2 .98     
(continued)
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Table 751 (Continued)

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

Average Social Status POWERLESSNESS

Status Mobility Inconsistency Means

(LoW) 0 .56

Down 1 .54

(High) 2 1.20

(LOW) 0 .82

3 Stable 1 .88

(High) 2 .83

(Low) 0 1.06

(High) 2 .57

(low) 0 .50

Down 1 1.00

(High) 2 .00

(Low) 0 .68-

(High) 4 Stable 1 .77

(High) 2 .83

(LOW) 0 065

Up 1 .75

(High) 2 1L .94   
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Table 76: Status Inconsistency by Social Isolation Means With

Controls for Average Status and Social Mobility

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Social Status SOCIAL ISOLATION

Status Mobility Inconsistency Means

(low) 0 .75

Down 1 1.50

(High) 2 .80

(km)0 1A9

(Low) 0 Stable 1 1.10

(High) 2 *1.00

(LOW) 0 1.00

(High) 2 .86

(Low) 0 1.00

Down 1 1.19

(High) 2 ~92

. (low) 0 1.08

1 Stable 1 094

(High) 2 1.00

(low) 0 .00

(Low) 0 1.00

Down 1 .71

(High) 2 .92

(Low) 0 .88

2 Stable 1 098

(High) 2 .80

(10W) 0 1.00

(High) 2 1.10     
(continued)
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Table 768 (Continued)

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Social Status SOCIAL ISOLATION

Status Mobility Inconsistency Means

(10W) 0 .75

Down ' 1 1008

(High) 2 1.00

(Low) 0 .78

3 Stable 1 .96

(High) 2 1.02

(low) 0 1.06

Up 1 1.06

(High) 2 .90

(km)0 1J3

Down 1 .67

(High) 2 .00

(low) 0 .95

(High) 4 Stable 1 .98

(High) 2 .72

(Low) 0 .91

Up 1 .83

(High) 2 .81    
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Table 77: Status Inconsistency by Normlessness Means with

Controls for Average Status and Social Mobility

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Social Status NORMLESSNESS

Status Mobility Inconsistency Means

(16w) 0 1.75

Down 1 1.67

(High) 2 1.00

(Low) 0 1.49

(low) 0 Stable 1 1.49

(High) 2 1.58

(Low) 0 2.00

(High) 2 .86

(low) 0 .50

Down 1 1031

(High) 2 1.08

(low) 0 .73

1 Stable 1 1025

(IOW) 0 .00

(High) 2 1.40

(Rm)0 {5

Down 1 .94

(High) 2 1.08

(low) 0 .88

2 Stable 1 1.17

‘ (High) 2 1.22

(Low) 0 .75

Up 1 1.08

(High) 2 1.18     
(continued)
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Table 77: (Continued)

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Social Status NORMLESSNESS

Status Mobility Inconsistency Means

(Low) 0 1.00

Down 1 1.00

(High) 2 1.00

(Low) 0 .78

3 Stable 1 .93

(High) 2 1.11

(Low) 0 .65

Up 1 .96

(High) 2 .74

(low) 0 1.00

Down 1 1.00

(High) 2 .00

(Low) 0 .86

(High) 4 Stable 1 .93

(High) 2 .94

(Low) 0 1.07

(High) 2 1.00     



L
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Table 78: Status Inconsistency by Powerlessness—Normlessness

Means with Controls for Average Status and Social Mobility

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Social Status POWERLESSNESS—

Status Mobility Inconsis. NORMLESSNESS Means

(hm)0 250

Down 1 3000

(High) 2 2.60

(Low) 0 2.86

(Low) 0 Stable 1 2.65

(High) 2 2.91

(Low) 0 4.00

Up 1 2.67

(High) 2 2.29

(Low) 0 1.00

Down 1 2.33

(High) 2 2.00

(Low) 0 1.81

1 Stable 1 2.30

(High) 2 2.37

(low) 0 .00

UP 1 3.30

(High) 2 2.65

(low) 0 2.00

Down 1 1.71

(High) 2 2.33

(Low) 0 1.84

2 Stable 1 2.37

(High) 2 2.10

(hm)0 150

(High) 2 2033    
 

(continued)





Table 78: (Continued)

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Social Status POWERLESSNESS-

Status Mobility Inconsis. NORMLESSNESS Means

(Low) 0 1.75

Down 1 1.69

(High) 2 2.20

3 Stable 1 2.05

(High) 2 2.17

(Low) 0 2.00

Up 1 1096

(High) 2 1.52

(low) 0 2.00

Down 1 2.33

(High) 2 .00

(Low) 0 1-79

(High) 4 Stable 1 1.91

(High) 2 1.67

(low) 0 1.91

Up 1 1073

(High) 2 2.19

 

 

    
 



 



Table 79: Status Inconsistency by Present Standing Means with

Controls for Average Status and Social Mobility
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Average Social Status PRESENT STANDING

Status Mobility Inconsistency Means

(low) 0 6.25

(High) 2 7.00

(Low) 0 6.45

(Low) 0 Stable 1 6.57

(High) 2 6.59

(Low) 0 8.00

Up 1 5057

(High) 2 6.57

(low) 0 6.50

Down 1 6.44

(High) 2 6.85

(Low) 0 6.08

1 Stable 1 6.64

(High) 2 6.63

(Low) 0 .00

Up 1 5.90

(High) 2 6.15

(Low) 0 6.00

Down 1 6.65

(High) 2 6.82

(Low) 0 6.56

2 Stable 1 6055

(High) 2 6.93

(Low) 0 8.75

Up 1 7.52

(High) 2 6.68

 

      
(continued)
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Table 791 (Continued)

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Social Status PRESENT STANDING

(Status Mobility Inconsistency Means

(LOW) 0 7.31

Down 1 7.08

(High) 2 7.40

(low) 0 7.18

3 Stable 1 7.18

(High) 2 7.20

(Low) 0 6094

Up 1 7.28

(High) 2 7.14

(LOW) 0 7075

Down 1 7033

(High) 2 .00

(low) 0 7.23

(High) 4 Stable 1 6.76

(High) 2 7.56

(LOW) O 7011

Up 1 6.83

(High) 2 7.31     
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Table 80: Status Inconsistency by Future Orientation Means

with Controls for Average Status and Social Mobility

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Social Status FUTURE ORIENTATION

Status Mobility Inconsistency Means

(Low) 0 1.00

Down 1 1.50

(High) 2 1.20

(LOW) O 1037

(Low) 0 Stable 1 1.38

(low) 0 2.00

(High) 2 1.29

(Low) 0 1.50

Down 1 1.44

(High) 2 1.08

1 Stable 1 1.37

(High) 2 1.35

(Low) 0 .00

(IOW) 0 1.00

Down 1 1.47

(High) 2 1.09

(low) 0 1.40

2 Stable 1 1.51

(low) 0 1.50

(High) 2 1.41     
(continued)
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Table 801 (Continued)

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Social Status FUTURE ORIENTATION

Status Mobility Inconsistency Means

(High) 2 1.60

3 Stable 1 1.44

(High) 2 1.56

(Rm)0 159

Up 1 1049

(Low) 0 1.63

Down 1 1.67

(High) 2 .00

(low) 0 1.46

(High) 4 Stable 1 1.71

(Low) 0 1.59

(High) 2 1.40    
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‘hlaldependent variable. An inspection of these sub-tables

reveals no consistent patterning in these relationships. With

the possible exception of Table 77, no table contains more than

three sub-tables (of 15 possible) which run in the predicted

direction. In Table 77, which indicates the relationship of SI

to Normlessness, there are six of fifteen sub;tableS'which run

in the predicted direction, with the lowest level of SI also

having the lowest alienation mean, etc. This linearity does

not, however, carry over into Table 78, which depicts the rela-

tionship of SI and the combined form of PN. Removal of means

based upon five cases or less is not possible here, because this

would leave one with only two means, which by definition would

give one "linearity". Therefore, we are forced to conclude

that there is no relationship between SI and alienation.

Social Mobility

 

Tables 81-86 characterize the relationship of Social Mobility

to the dependent variables at all levels of Average Status and

Status Inconsistency. This control set produces fifteen sub—

tables, each indicating the relationship of SM to a dependent

variable. An inspection of these sub-tables reveals no consis-

tent patterns. In the original first order tables, there were

indications that those persons in the "Stable" group had higher

alienation; however, this relationship disappeared when AS was

controlled for at the second order, and it appears to disappear

in these third order tables also. Some indications show that

the "Down" group might be the least alienated; however, further
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Table 818 Social Mobility by Powerlessness Means with

Controls for Average Status and Status Inconsistency

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Status Social POWERLESSNESS

Status Inconsistency Mobility Means

Down 1.00

(Low) 0 Stable 1.34

Up 2.00

Down .75

(Low) 0 1 Stable 1.16

Up .67

Down 1.00

(High) 2 Stable 1.15

Down 005

(Low) 0 Stable .85

Up .00

Down .87

1 1 Stable 1.01

Down 085

(High) 2 Stable .99

Down 0 75

(Low) 0 Stable .72

Up .75

Down .47

2 1 Stable 098

Down 1.08

(High) 2 Stable .88

Up .98

 

      
(continued)



  

 



Table 81: (Continued)

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Status Social POWERLESSNESS

Status Inconsistency Mobility Means

Down .56

(Low) 0 Stable .82

Up 1.06

Down .54

3 1 Stable .88

Up .77

Down 1.20

(High) 2 Stable .83

Up .57

Down .50

(Low) 0 Stable .68

Up .65

Down 1.00

(High) 4 1 Stable .77

Up .75

Down .00

(High) 2 Stable .83

Up .94
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Table 82: Social Mobility by Social Isolation Means with

Controls for Average Status and Status Inconsistency

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Status Social SOCIAL ISOLATION

Status Inconsistency Mobility Means

Down 075

(Low) 0 Stable 1.19

Up 1.00

Down 1.50

(Low) 1 Stable 1.10

0 Up 1.00

Down .80

(High) 2 Stable 1.00

Down 1.00

(Low) 0 Stable 1.08

Up .00

D0“ 1019

1 1 Stable 094

Down 092

(High) 2 Stable 1.00

Up .70

mwn 1000

(Low) 0 Stable .88

Up 1.00

Down .71

2 1 Stable .98

Up 1.20

Down 092

(High) 2 Stable .80

Up 1.10

 

      
(continued)
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Table 82: (Continued)

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Status Social SOCIAL ISOLATION

Status Inconsistency Mobility Means

Down 075

(Low) 0 Stable .78

Up 1.06

Down 1.08

3 1 Stable 1.96

Down 1.00

(High) 2 Stable 1.02

Up .90

Down 1.13

(Low) 0 Stable .95

Up 091

Down 067

(High) 1 Stable .98

mwn .00

(High) 2 Stable .72

Up 081
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Table 83: Social Mobility by Normlessness Means with

Controls for Average Status and Status Inconsistency

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Status Social NORMLESSMESS

Status Inconsistency Mobility Means

Down 1075

(Low) 0 Stable 1.49

Up 2.00

Down 1067

(Low) 1 Stable 1.49

Down 1.00

(High) 2 Stable 1.58

Up .86

Down 050

(Low) 0 Stable .73

UP .00

Down 1031

1 1 Stable 1.25

Up 1.60

Down 1.08

(High) 2 Stable 1.37

Down 1075

(Low) 0 Stable .88

Up .75

Down .94

2 1 Stable 1017

Down 1.08

(High) 2 Stable 1.22

 

      
(continued)
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Table 83: (Continued)

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Status . Social NORMLESSNESS

Status Inconsistency Mobility Means

Down 1 000

(Low) 0 Stable .78

Up .65

Down 1 000

3 1 Stable 093

Up .96

Down 1.00

(High) 2 Stable 1.11

Up .74

Down 1.00

(Low) 0 Stable .86

Down 1 000

(High) 4 1 Stable .93

Up 080

Down .00

(High) 2 Stable .94

Up 1.00
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Table 84: Social Mobility by Powerlessness—Normlessness means

with Controls for Average Status and Status Inconsistency

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

Average Status Social POWERLESSNESS-

Status Inconsistency mobility NORMLESSNESS Means

Down 2.50

(Low) 0 Stable h 2.86

Up ( 4.00

Down 3.00

(Low) 0 1 Stable 2.65

Up 2.6?

Down 2.60

(High) 2 Stable 2.91

Up 2.29

Down 1.00

. (Low) 0 Stable 1.81

Up .00

Down 2033

1 1 Stable 2030

Up 3.30

Down (I 2.00

(High) 2 Stable 2.37

Down 2.00

(Low) 0 Stable 1.84

Up 1.50

Down 1071

2 1 Stable 2037

Down 2033

(High) 2 Stable 2.10

Up 2033

 

  
   
 

(continued)
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Table 848 (Continued)

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Status Social POWERLESSNESS-

Status Inconsistency Mobility NORMLESSNESS Means

Down 1.75

(low) 0 Stable 1.66

Down 1.69

3 1 Stable 2.05

Down 2.20

(High) 2 Stable 2.17

Down 2.00

(Low) 0 Stable 1.79

Down 2033

(High) 4 1 Stable 1091

Up 1073

Down .00

(High) 2 Stable 1.67     
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Table 85: Social Mobility by Present Standing Means with

Controls for Average Status and Status Inconsistency

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Status Social PRESENT STANDING

Status Inconsistency Mobility Means

Down 6.25

(Low) 0 Stable 6.45

Down
3075

(Low) 0 1 Stable 6.57

Down 7.00

(High) 2 Stable 6.59

Up 6.57

Down 6.50

(Low) 0 Stable 6.08

Up .00

Down 6.44

1 1 Stable 6.64

Down 6.85

(High) 2 Stable 6.63

Up 6.15

Down 6.00

(Low) 0 Stable 6.56

UP 8.75

Down 6.65

2 1 Stable 6.55

Up 7.52

Down 6.82

(High) 2 Stable 6.93

Up 6.68     
(continued)



215

Table 851 (Continued)

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Status Social PRESENT STANDING

Status Inconsistency Mobility Means

Down 7.31

(Low) 0 Stable 7.18

Up 6.94

Down 7.08

3 1 Stable 7.18

Up 7.28

Down 7.40

(High) 2 Stable 7.20

Up 7.14

Down 7-75

(Low) 0 Stable 7.23

Up 7.11

Down 7033

(High) 4 1 Stable 6.76

Up 6.83

Down .00

(High) 2 Stable 7.56

UP 7031    
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Table 86: Social Mobility by Future Orientation Means with

Controls for Average Status and Status Inconsistency

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Status Social FUTURE ORIENTATION

Status Inconsistency Mobility Means

Down 1.00

(Low) 0 Stable 1.37

Up 2.00

Down 1.50

(10W) 0 1 Stable 1.38

UP 1.00

Down 1.20

(High) 2 Stable 1.40

Up 1.29

Down 1050

(Low) 0 Stable 1.44

Up .00

Down 1.44

1 1 Stable 1037

Up 1044

Down 1 008

(High) 2 Stable 1.36

‘ Up 1.35

Down 1.00

(Low) 0 Stable 1.40

Up 1050

Down 1047

2 1 Stable 1051

Up 1029

Down 1.09

(High) 2 Stable 1.44

Up 1041

 

      
(continued)
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Table 86: (Continued)

 

 

 

 

 

 

Average Status Social FUTURE ORIENTATION

Status .Inconsistency Mobility Means

Down 1.44

(Low) 0 Stable 1.58

Down 1.23

3 1 Stable 1.44

Down 1.60

(High) 2 Stable 1.56

Down 1.63

(Low) 0 Stable 1.46

Up 1.59

Down 1.67

(High) 4 1 Stable 1.71

Up 1.60

Down .00

(High) 2 Stable 1.56
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inspection reveals an approximately equal number of tables where

the "Down" mobile group is m2§t_alienated, as well as more or

less random relationships. Again, as in the previous SI tables,

it is impossible to remove those levels which contain five or

less cases, because this would result in linearity by definition.

We are forced to conclude, then, that there is no relationship

between Social Mobility and alienation that cannot be accounted

for by reference to AS.

Conclusions

Generally, this analysis found that the three independent

variables of SI, AS and SM were inter-related, even when one

variable is controlled for. This was taken as evidence for the

necessity of control in any analysis attempting to utilize these

three variables, and a validation of our previous attempts to

demonstrate this need for control, logically.

An examination of the relationships among our dependent

variables-principally that of PS and F0 to P, N, PH and SOI—-

indicated that both PS and F0 were related to our alienation

sub-scales, but in different manners. First, SOI maintained

a significant but curvilinear relationship to PS and F0, which

was taken as some evidence for the separability and independence

of SOI from other sub-scales of alienation. Second, PS was

directly related to alienation, whereas F0 maintained more of

a curvilinear relationship. We interpreted this to mean that

PS is part and parcel of our alienation phenomena, but that F0

is somewhat different. However, this interpretation could not
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be fully tested in this analysis.

An examination of our three independent variables, in terms

of their relationship to the various indexes of alienation,

indicated that AS was stably and consistently related to all but

SOI. This was taken as evidence of (1) the separability of SOI,

and (2) validation of our measures of alienation, i.e., that

they are somewhat similar to those used by other persons, who

also found alienation related to various measures of average

status or social class. Finding that AS is directly related

to F0 also casts doubt on our previous interpretation of the

nature of the relationship between F0 and alienation. At this

point, it would appear that FO-at least in terms of its rela-

tionship to AS--is of a somewhat similar character as our other

alienation sub-scales. Finally, SM and SI were not generally

related to alienation. The only consistent finding which

emerged from these tables was that the "Stable" SK group was

in almost all cases the most alienated. However, it was

reiterated that these 'lack' of relationships were to be

expected, and not regarded as a test of hypotheses.

The second order controls, however, must be regarded as

partial tests of our hypotheses. These tables indicate that

AS is related to alienation, but that AS and SI are not.

The previously found relationships of SM to alienation is

apparently accounted for by the effect of AS on SM.

This general finding was supported by the third order tables,

where AS was again related to alienation, whereas SM and SI
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are not.

With reference to our initial hypotheses, then, we are

forced to reject them. We are left with the task of explaining

the relationship of AS to alienation in some terms other than

the traditionally used Durkheim—Merton rationale. This shall

be the task of our final chapter.



FOOTNOTES —— CHAPTER III

1. Unfortunately, this type of control was not planned as

a part of the original analysis, and the extreme amount of

advance planning necessary for computer analysis made it

difficult to do after the analysis plans were built into

the computer.

2. Dorothy L. Meier and Wendell Bell, "Anomia and Differential

Access to the Achievement of Life Goals," American Sociological

Review, 24 (April, 1959), 189-201.

3. These totals are given in Table 69; because they remain

the same for all other tables in this sequence, they are not

repeated.
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CHAPTER iv

CONCLUSIONS

The basic problem of this thesis revolved around the

Durkheim-Merton rationale underlying the theory of anomie,

and its utility in explaining class differentials in anomie

and other types of behavior labeled as pathological or

adaptations to anomie. Basically, we argued that if this

rationale did, in fact, account for the above-mentioned

correlations-by reference to various structurally generated

discrepancies-then it also should create correlations between

alienation and other structurallyibased sources of discrepancy,

i.e., status inconsistency and social mobility. Hypotheses

to this effect were developed. Ourtheoretical stance, then,

gave us two alternatives, dependent upon whether these hypoth-

eses were or were not rejected. First, if the hypotheses were

not rejected, the theoretical interpretation would be that the

Durkheimelertcn rationale was once more validated and extended

to a new substantive area. Secondly, if the hypotheses were

rejected, the theoretical alternative would then be to devise

a schema which would explain alienation, as well as the corre-

lations of alienation and average status, in terms other than

that of the discrepancy rationale. At the same time, this

theory must also explain the correlation between average status

and pathological behaviors, and previous findings of correlations
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between status inconsistency, social mobility, and pathological

behaviors.

As was obvious in Chapter III, our hypotheses were not con-

firmed; therefore, the second alternative must be taken. In

so doing, we shall first consider previous critiques of aliens-

tion and anomie theory, as they apply to any basic restructuring

of anomie and social class theory. Then, we shall set about con-

structing a somewhat different approach to this matter. In this

different approach, we shall consider alienation, stratification,

mobility and pathological behaviors.

Critiques cf Anomie Theory

As stated previously in Chapter I, most critiques of anomie

theory do not take to task the basic mechanisms by*which anomie

(or anomia) develop-i.e., the discrepancy between that which is

expected and that which is achieved. Rather, the major sugges-

tions are that researchers look for sources of discrepancy other

than the very general discrepancy occurring between mass-culture

goals, and societyuwide means of access to these goals. There

is behind these criticisms a notion that each particular group,

community, or organisation has its‘g=3_set of culturally pre-

scribed goals (or better, gggroulturally specified goals), as

'well as its own stratification system which determines means

of achieving those goals. A quote from James Short and his study

of delinquency and gang boys in Chicago will perhaps exemplify

this general type of critique:

Detailed observation of particular behavior episodes

suggests that . . . the conception of social structure
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which is basic to the [anomia] paradigm must be broad-

ened to include situations which are more immediate to

the boys, such as local community norms and Opportuni-

ties, and normative and status considerations within

the group, in addition to the abstract conceptions of

Opportunity structures and status deprivations.1

Our comment on this type of critique of anomie theory would

agree somewhat with that of Cohen, namely that it produces an

atomistic and individualistic view of man, a view that is dis-

tinctively non-sociological.2 It places the brunt of "develop-

ing" anomie wholly "upon” the individual, in that he mat first

internalize certain social or cultural values (or sub-cultural

or sub-sub-cultural values) which stand outside of him; go

through a period of psychic conflict; develop anomie; and then

act in an adaptive manner. It does not consider behaviors as

a product of social relationships, but as individual prcperties.

Rather than elaborate in this vein, which is essentially a

reduction to more and more microscopic levels, we would assume

that this view has sufficient proponents. It will be our choice

to develcp (hopefully) a relatively new and different theory

'which approaches the problem via a concern with "societyawide”

theory-—perhaps an oblique approach in current sociology.

Suggested Theory
 

we shall begin our explanation not with an understanding

of anomie or alienation per se, but rather with an understanding

of the nature of ”social class” and its correlates. This, we

hope, will allow us to then explain the function, or consequences,

of alienation within this theory. Further, we hope that it shall

also be possible to examine mobility, etc.





225

We would argue that ”class" constitutes not an aspect of

social structure, or a part of a unidimensional or monolithic

structure, but essentially different structures having different

cultures. These different class groupings must be articulated

by reference to some sort of common mechanism. Class, then, is

not a continuum, with more or less ordinal rankings along it, but

a set of different nominal distinctions. That these various

nominally distinguished groups happen to correlate with ordinal

measures (e.g., education, income, etc.) is a matter to be

explained, not to be taken as given, and therefore used as

indexes of a unidimensional social class variable. Literally,

we will argue that ”alienation” is nothing more or less than a

part of a lower-class belief system.

This approach begins with the work and conceptualisations of

Herbert Cans, who argues that the lower class is an isolated

social system which exists within, but not as a part of, the

urban milieu.3 He argues that the lower class is characterized

by a ”village” style of life, with the most important groups

being the neighborhood and the peer group. That is, these are

the major groups in the lower-class person's life, and they dom-

inate his view of the world. The lower-class view of the world

has as its mainstay, personalism-a personalistic orientation.

By personalism, Gans refers to the styles of relating to other

objects and people in terms of their appeal or meaning to the

person rather than to any abstract characteristics of the object

itself. By personalism, Cans also refers to seeing other persons
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as more or less "whole" persons, rather than persons occupying

a particular role. One interprets (and therefore understands)

the actions of other persons by referring to the particular

relationship that one has with the other.

Gans goes on to discuss the way in which these lower-class

persons participate in the various institutions which surround

the lower-class person, i.e., school, Jobs, buying practices,

etc. Although the lower—class person participates in these

institutions, Gans indicates that it is in a manner that is

radically different from the middle class. He argues, for

example, that the lower class view their Jobs not as careers,

or as a phenomena which is valued in and of itself, but more as

a means of getting sufficient cash to come back into the neighbor-

hood.4 In other words, those things that are important for the

lower class are found in his neighborhood and his peer group.

Lower-class man, then, with his extreme neighborhood and

peer group orientation, his personalistic orientation, and his

minimal (and somewhat forced) participation in the major urban

institutions, exists in a Gemeinschaft village located in the

Gesellschaft urban milieu. This, in turn, produces a form of

isolation from the rest of society. In his treatment, Gans

devotes little explicit attention to the way that this stratifi-

cation system is maintained, or to the place of the middle class

in the society. And, his discussions of the institutional life

of the lower-class person are, to some degree, dominated by the

lower-class person's view, to the exclusion of the middle-class

functionaries view.
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Sjoberg, Brymer and Farris have extended Gans' view of the

lower class somewhat and have developed a conceptual schema

which contains general mechanisms which create and maintain

the stratification system and the isolation of the lower class.5

Generally, they argue that ”bureaucratic systems are the key

medium through which the middle class maintains its advantaged

position vis—a—vis the lower class."6 In effect, they are

reversing the classic model of the relationship of bureaucracy

and class. Rather than argue that social class creates differ-

ential participation in bureaucratic organizations, they contend

that bureaucratic organization, as a central feature in modern

industrial society, creates differential participation in organi-

zations, which in turn creates and maintains a stratification

system. Implicit in their presentation is the assumption that

the major portion of American life proceeds through bureaucra—

tized organizations, e.g., employment, education, government,

buying, etc.

Staffing arrangements in bureaucratic organisations frequently

place those least qualified persons in "hardship” or lower-class

areas, so that loweraclass clients receive the least possible

benefits of the organisation and, consequently, very few skills

with which to escape the lower class. Bureaucracies, out of a

necessity to maintain a successful image of themselves, vis-a-vis

their supporters, frequently select those persons who are most

likely to succeed rather than all persons who legitimately might

participate in the organisation. That is, the organization must
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exhibit a certain amount of goal attainment if it is to continue

to succeed, so it selects as clients those persons who are most

likely to succeed. And, these are very seldom lower-class persons

(or, at least those persons who cannot succeed in the organization

do not get the organisational benefits). Finally, the extreme

specialisation of any particular bureaucratic organisation-both

as an organisation among organizations and within the organiza-

tion-makes it somewhat difficult for organizational function-

aries to view any particular client or production unit in a

holistic fashion. Moreover, it prevents the bureaucratic func-

tionary from taking the perspective of a client and from under-

standing the client's view of his own problems. Literally, the

specialized organisational functionary may not even be able to

see any problem from the lower-class persons' perspective. we

would argue that this contributes to a maintenance of lower

classness.

The lower-class person, who has little knowledge of the various

informal and formal ways and byuways of bureaucratic functioning,

is then called upon to negotiate with that highly specialised

lower echelon person who is most rulebound-—and has little

latitude in dealing‘with problems. And, if social problems are

functionally inter-dependent, this means that the lower-class

person must first negotiate a ”deal" with the most rulebound

person, and secondly, coordinate the various specialized func—

tionaries and organisations to fit his particular needs. The

middle-class person, by virtue of his middle classness and his
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knowledge of bureaucratic modes of Operation (derived from

working in other bureaucracies) can go to a higher level

functionary who has more latitude, and who can deal more

effectively with any particular organisational problem that

the middle-class person may have.

The lower-class notions of personalism run head-on into

the bureaucratic norms of impersonality and universalism. There-

fore, when a lower-class person "gets something” from an organi-

zation, he is likely to assume that it is because he had a per-

sonal relationship with the functionary; if he does not, rather

than ascribing it to failure to meet an impersonal formal rule,

he is likely to ascribe it to "fate", ”luck”, or "chance”.

This inability of the bureaucratised organisation to cope

with the lower-class person-—and vice versa—-creates a vicious

cycle of ”circular causation”, to use Hyrdahl’s term, which

operates so as to create a relatively large amount of social dis-

tance between the middle and lower classes-or more aptly, the

lower class and the rest of society.7 In other words, the ability

of operating in a bureaucratic organisation (or conversely, the

ability of an organisation to respond to all types of persons)

creates and maintains at least one class system which is isolated

from the rest of the ongoing society. lore characteristics and

elements of this theory will become apparent later.

it first glance, the tenative theory under consideration would

seem to be similar to those of Warner and Hollingshead.when they

refer to class as representing a ”style of life”, and to Oscar

Lewis' ccnceptualisaticn of a ”culture of poverty”.8 Closer
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inspection, however, reveals some crucial differences. The

biggest difference does not lie in the cultural content or

belief system described by these authors, for they would agree

with our observations. Rather, the difference would seem to

lie in the mechanisms whereby such a system is maintained or

the logical order to such a system when counterposed with

the other "cause or effect“ variables.

Hollingshead, for example, would appear to view social class

as primary, and differential participation in major institutions

as a resultant of social class. This is nowhere more clear than

in his work, Social Class and.lental Illness, where chapter after

chapter is devoted to ”the differential use of treatment facili-

ties."9 In terms of a dynamic, or a mechanism whereby class is

created and.maintained, Hollingshead would appear to rely upon

a relatively vague notion of ”cultural transmission“, or ”like

father, like son.” Lewis, while devoting much time to an.

insightful description of the cultural habits of poverty strickp

ened people, likewise pays little attention to the dynamics.

creating and maintaining this culture. Generally, it would

appear that he would subscribe to a definition of culture which

views it as a form,of adaptation to an environment, in this case

a hostile environment.10

Our suggested theory resembles Seaman's theory, in our mutual

reliance upon bureaucracy as an important factor in developdng

”alienation”.1‘ Seeman, however, does not discuss the role of

social class as an intervening variable standing between bureauc-

racy and alienation, or for that matter, social class as a
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variable. Presumably, because of his "mass society” leaning,

he would assume that'sll persons participating in modern life

are subject to the whims of bureaucracy, and therefore to

alienation. we might note, however, that his research has been

carried out on, primarily, lower— and.working-class subjects,

if we can judge from the occupations of his subjects, e.g.,

those in a reformatcry, working in the lower echelons of a

state hospital, or in labor unions.

In summary, we are suggesting that stratification is created

not by having education, money or a high prestige job, but by

differential ability to participate in bureaucratic systems, as

well as actual differential participation in these organisations.

This differential participation creates-—at least for the present

analysis-two major groups: those who can and do, and those who

cannot and do not. The former are middle class, and the latter

are lower class.

Stratification, then, is a matter of a relationship——cr the

lack of a relationship—-between a person and an organisation

entity, rather than an individual attribute. Because‘gll

persons must come into some kind of contact with bureaucratised

organisations in his life span, bureaucracy can then operate to

maintain stratification systems. Lastly, we might note that

considering bureaucracy as the primary determinant of stratifi-

cation places this theory firmly in a larger theoretical context

(namely, the theories regarding societal evolution from folk to

urban to urban-industrial as a consequence of technological

innovations.) Presumably, bureaucracy is one of the primary
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innovations which allowed industrialism to develop.12 With this

general and partial theory, let us re—examine the variables of

alienation-anomie, the Durkheim—Merton rationale, status incon-

sistency and social mobility, as well as the pathological

behaviors attributed to social mobility, status inconsistency

and lower classness.

Alienation and Anomie
 

In terms of the simple correlations of various types of

attitude scales purportedly measuring "alienation” or "anemia”,

'we would argue that these are manifestations of aspects of the

lower—class belief system. Rather than measuring "despair“, .

as suggested by Heier and Bell, and Nettler, we would argue

that they represent the consequences of a confrontation between

a personalistic point of view, and impersonalistic bureaucra-

cies."3 It would seem more appropriate, then, to label this

phenomena ”fatalism" rather than despair, in that a fatalistic

imputation is the mode of handling such incomprehensible events

in a lower—class personalistic system.14 One might suggest,

at this point, that if the statements making up our (and cther's)

alienation scales had had as referents events revolving around

a lower-class neighborhood way of life, there might have been

much less alienation in the lower class. In fact, it may be

that in this case the middle class would have been more alien-

ated.

we might also comment on the lack of a relationship between

the Social Isolation scale scores and Average Status. These
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questions were phrased in terms of personal friendships, and

feeling ”all alone in the world.” Given the lower-class orien-

tation to neighborhood and peer group, it is hard to see how a

lower-class person could‘ggg£_be without personal friendship

ties. As Gans points out, the lower-class person has his

primary existence in these peer groups.

In summary, alienation or anomia, as indicated by various

scales measuring powerlessness or normleesness, may be thought

of as characteristic of a lowerbclass belief system. This does

not, however, rule out the possibility of a more restricted

oonceptualisation of alienation, particularly as used by

Nettler and Hajda.1S This oonceptualisation would deal

primarily with the rejection of “culturally accepted goals”,

and is, to some degree, synonymous with Merton‘s designation

of "retreatism" as a form of adaptation to anomia.

With respect to the discrepancy rationale underlying anomia,

we might note that such a rationale is predicated upon the

almost total acceptance of the culturally specified goals by

a group, and, to the degree that we have argued for the

presence of separate class and, thereby, cultural systems, it

would be logically difficult for this complete consensus to

occur. To this point, we are arguingHwith Hyman, when he

attempted to demonstrate that various classes did‘ggg have a

consensus‘with respect to goals.16 Of course, Merton's class

reply argued that only a significgnt number must have internalized

these culturally specified goals in order for a significant

17
amount of lower-class anomia, etc.



 

 

/
‘

"“'.o.

"
I



234

We would suggest a different resolution to this problem,

and ask how it is that a lower class can have a multitude of

goals, i.e., both "middle-” and "lower-“class goals, and.what

effect this has. In our theory, we noted that the middle

class is (as a group) in more or less control of the various

bureaucracies with which a lower—class person must at some

point in his life deal-showever effectively. At the same

time, the lower-class person locks to the neighborhood and

peer group for his values and his life satisfaction. It would

appear, then, that the lower-class person must interact with

‘bglh_lower- and middle-class persons, and to some degree have

adequate knowledge about the values of both. The middle-class

person, however (because of his advantaged position, which

allows him to dictate the terms of his various negotiations

with the lower class), does not necessarily have to take into

account the values of the lower-class person. That is, the

middle-class person does not have to take into account the

lower-class person's values in order to pursue a successful

career. In fact, it would appear more likely that he must

attend to the values of the organisation for which he works,

which is very likely to be middle class.18 If this is true,

then, we should expect that when confronted with a range of

values, the lower class will espouse more than will the middle

class.

This is to some degree supported by Short in a study compar-

ing the responses of middle- and lower-class adolescents to





235

various "middle-" and "lower-“class objects using a semantic

differential technique.19 Objects which might be classified

as "lower” or deviant-e.g., 'dope addict', 'pimp', etc.-

were almost uniformly negatively evaluated by the middle class,

and were neutrally or positively evaluated by the lower class.

"Middle-class” objects-fle.g., 'stable job', 'teachers', etc.-

were equally positively evaluated by both middle- and lower—

class adolescents. How, then, can this seeming contradiction

exist?

One possibility is suggested by Hyman Rodman, who has

developed the oonceptualisation of the ”lower-class value

stretch”.20 Basically, Rcdman argues that agreement with a

wide range of values among the lower class is both functional

for the lower-class’s environment (i.e., the middle-class

bureaucracies), and accompanied by a lower degree of commitment

to either sets of values. Literally, Badman is suggesting that

the apparent discrepancy or contradiction is a product of a

middle-class point of view, and that for the lowerbclass person,

such a contradiction does not exist; it is a fact of life.

In effect, then, we are suggesting that what may be a dis-

crepancy may exist only in the perspective of the investigator

and, therefore, cannot be automatically assumed. If a discrep-

ancy were in fact perceived.by an individual, an anemic situation

might result. However, this will have to wait further investi—

gaticn.
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Social Mobility,_Average Status and Status Inconsistency

Iith respect to the three structural variables, we must first

note that our suggested theoretical system places primary

emphasis upon one's relationship with bureaucratic systems.)

Traditional indexes of social class or average status (and

the derived concepts of status inconsistency and social mobil-

ity) must then be interpreted'within this framework. For

example, an occupation, per se, is usually carried out within

a more or less bureaucratised framework, so that in order to

hold a job, or advance to ”higher" jobs, one must have some

degree of skill at operating within a bureaucratic framework.

And, those jobs which require more skills (bureaucratic or

otherwise) are usually attributed higher prestige, pay, etc.

One must also attend.to the 'educaticn‘ variable, which, in

this framework, would seem to have a dual effect. First, one

must frequently have a certain level of education in order to

hold a position in a bureaucaatic organisation. Second, those

persons who work in purportedly non-bureaucratic settings are

usually persons who are “professionals“ (doctors, lawyers, etc.)

although even this is changing more and.more rapidly. And,

in order to obtain professional legitimacy, one must pursue a

relatively long and arduous career through the educational

system, which in turn requires a certain amount of bureaucratic

skills in and of itself. So, even for the professional, a

certain amount of bureaucratic skills is necessary, so that

bureaucratic ability may be a highly important factor which
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leads to other "indexes" of social class, e.g., money, etc.

Social mobility also takes on a different cast when viewed

in this perspective, particularly in terms of the ”causes" of

mobility. Although Lipset, in his compendium on mobility in

industrial society, recognised that “educational attainment

is a major determinant of career patterns”,21 he does little

to clarify or explain the particular mechanisms by which

education operates so as to produce mobility, eg., "children

from lowwstatus families do not have as much chance to stay

in school as those from high-status families . . . If an

individual comes from a working-class family, he will typically

receive little education or vocational advice."22 That is,

Lipset assumes that education is a key to mobility, but seems

to assume that it operates to create mobility in such simplis-

tic terms as vocational guidance, dropping out for economic

reasons, etc. Further, ”poverty, lack of education, absence of

personal 'ccntacts’, lack of planning and failure to explore

fully the available job Opportunities that characterise the

working-class family are handed down from generation to genera-

23 we would also note that all of these reasons aretion.“

somewhat individualistic in that they specify a failure of the

individual as a reason for lack of mobility.

Education, in our theoretical schema, would imply not only

learning of substantive studies, but also learning a series

of bureaucratic skills, which are transferable to other bureauc-

racies, and.which.would presumably, increase the success one
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might enjoy with those other bureaucracies. Because the

educational system is one of the most heavily bureaucratized

in modern society, and because every individual must at some

time or other come into contact with it, the educational

system is thus‘gpgg_to all, yet the most crucial and difficult

of all to get through.

A myriad of mechanisms operates to differentiate between

lowert and middle-class persons as they move through this

educational bureaucracy.24 First, we might note that the

educational system is definitely a middle-class institution,

if for no other reason than its staff. The lowest echelon

person in an educational system is typically the classroom

teacher, and she usually is required to have at least a

college degree, and her occupational prestige is ranked in

the middle to the upper-middle class. This in itself would

make it difficult for the teacher to take the role of the

lower-class pupil. Further complicating the matter is the

notion that lower-class areas are frequently known as 'hard-

ship' areas, and the worst or least experienced teachers are

assigned to these areas (or are unable to get out), so that

the lower-class child is confronted not only'with someone who

is middle class, but who is also the least qualified to handle

his case. And, because the lower-class parent has had little

experience withlggz‘bureaucracies, he is unable to negotiate

with the school system on behalf of his child.25

One might also note, however, certain factors in the educa-
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tional system which serve to reinforce mobility patterns.26

Once a child is implicated in the educational system, and

experiences some degree of success in it, he is drawn away

from the neighborhood and the peer group and the ties which

tend to hold him in the lower class are loosened. iOperating

here, too, is the attitude of an out-cf-schcol peer group to

one of their members who is still in school. Generally, the

student is the subject of some derision, and is given the label

of a “square“; after a sufficient amount of time, the peer

group begins to reject him, which leaves the student nowhere

to go but back to the school for his social ties and reference

group. Literally, the one who is mobile may be the deviant

in the lower class.

This general interpretation is supported by Gene in his

discussion of mobility.27 He notes that those persons who

leave the tightly knit neighborhood peer-group system are

often viewed as 'traitors‘ or 'betrayers' of the correct way

of life. A further distinction is added by his differentiation

between group mobility and individual mobility. Group mobility

usually has structural sources, e.g., the entrance of a new

ethnic group on the scene, which moves the previous lower-

class ethnic group up one occupational notch, or a period of

rapid economic expansion, which allows everyone in this group

to move up at once. In these 'group mobility. situations,

there is little definition of each other as heretics. This

would only occur with respect to individual mobility.
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With respect to status inconsistency, this theoretical

framework has little to offer. We note, however, that status

inconsistency is predicated upon a definition of status in

terms of multiple ordinally ranked dimensions. And, we have

suggested that class is not a ranked order, but a nominal

order, so that status inconsistency may be a spurious concept

in a nominal system. Somewhat more positive, however, might

be the suggestion to inspect various dimensions of status in

terms of the degree to which they are either important or not

important in structuring a person's relationship to bureauc-

racies. That is, we might inspect various combinations of

status dimensions to see if they might not form particular

“types” with a particular organisation, or kind of organisation.

Low ethnicity, for example, might create a peculiar kind of

relationship to an organisation which might not be created by

low education, etc.

Pathological Behaviors
 

The pathological behaviors which are associated with class,

and to some degree with social mobility and status inconsistency

and which are interpreted as stemming from anomie, must also

be reinterpreted‘within the light of our suggested theory. ‘le

would argue-as previously stated-that behaviors, pathological

or not, are products of peculiar kinds of relationships between

persons. Following Becker, we would note that someone, or some

organisation, must first define deviance, in order for it to

exist.28 The question would be to ask what kinds of relation-
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ships between lower-class persons and bureaucratic organisa-

tions obtain so as to produce more definitions for deviance

for the lower class than for the middle class.

Our theoretical framework would suggest two possibilities:

first, that there is little actual difference in rates of

commission of deviant acts between lower- and middle-class

persons, but that the rate of definition by persons in positions

to define is much higher for the lower class than for the

middle class; and, second, following the notions of cultural

differentiation, it may be that the lower class views as

normal certain activities which are viewed by the middle

class as deviant; this then produces conditions which lead

to a higher rate of deviance or pathological behavior.

That there may be little or no class differential in

commission of deviant behaviors is partially supported—-at

least with respect to juvenile delinquency-by a survey of

delinquency studies using selfereports as the measure of

delinquency. In this survey Hardt and Bodine state that:

lany studies have failed to demonstrate any associa-

tion between the socie-economic status of juveniles

and.the incidence of delinquent behavior.

That is, using the juvenile's own report of his delin-

quent behavior, rather than official records or statistics,

leads to the finding that there are little or no differences

between the classes with respect to delinquent behavior.

However, when official statistics are used, a large difference

is evident.



h



242

How this comes about has been suggested by Piliavin and

Briar, in regard to delinquency, who note that a juvenile is

much more likely to be picked up, as well as carried further

into an ”official career” by police officers, if the person

exhibits those characteristics defined by police officers as

30
"deviant". These characteristics include many characterise

tics which could also be defined as lower class, e.g., sloppy

dress, bad language, etc. Other types of studies, for other

areas of ”pathology" are also available.31

There is also the possibility that (given a large degree

of cultural separation and isolation) what one class values,

another class will consider deviant. And, if a group of

people tend to define an activity as ”normal", it is likely

that they will carry it out in more or less Spublic” situations,

which increases the likelihood that it will be observed by

those persons who are charged with making definitions of

deviance based upon middle-class standards, i.e., the police,

educators, etc. Walter Miller has suggested this general

line of argument of his article, "Lower Class Culture as a

Generating Milieu of Gang Delinquency".32 Others supporting

this view are Rodman, Becker, Finestone and Lindesmith.33

With respect to the tenative associations between social

mobility and pathological behavior, we can only put forth a

suggestion. First, we would note that these associations have

been sometimes contradictory, and that, in this thesis, no

association was found between social mobility and alienation,

so perhaps there exists no reason for such an adaptation to
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exist.34 It may be, however, that distinguishing between

group and individual mobility might be of aid. Gans suggests

that those persons who are mobile as a group are not subject to

any strain stemming from leaving the peer group, for everyone

in the peer group advances at the sale time as new ethnic

groups enter the labor force, or as new areas of the economic

systea open up.35 Presumably, the same mechanisms could

operate with respect to group downward nobility. ‘With respect

to individual nobility, however, and especially upward indivi-

dual mobility, the individual must literally leave the neighbor—

hood and the peer group. And, he must suffer the rejection

tendered his by his previous neighbors and peers. This may,

in turn, produce a form of strain, which (while not neces-

sarily a discrepancy) might lead to some form of adaptation

or pathological behavior, especially mental illness or

36
neurosis.

Conclusions and Proposals for Future Research

we have tested a set of hypotheses couched in relatively

traditional sociological theory and have found then to be

rejected. Then, we have suggested two alternative paths:

first, further forays and elaborations of the traditional

theory itself, and secondly, development of a new theory.

By personal inclination, we would suggest that the second

alternative places sociological theory much more firmly in

the larger context of how societies develop and are held

together.



_-..--



244

As for research, it would seem that there are several

areas which take precedence at once. We have suggested that

the middle class utilizes a bureaucracy in order to maintain

its advantaged position; yet, there is very little direct

evidence to support this contention. This, in turn, immedi-

ately raised the question of the place of an ”upper” class

in this schema, and its mechanisms of maintenance.

Also, the majority of examples in this paper are taken

from the writer's own experiences and research in the field

of delinquency. This would seem to point up the effect of

bureaucracies in other areas of deviance, as well as the life

cycle. For example, how does the adult come to be defined as

mentally ill? Or as a criminal?

Lastly, there would seem to be an area of exploration in

terms of the operation of the bureaucracy itself, and perhaps

areas of modern life which are not yet (or are only minimally)

bureaucratised. Accompanying such a study might be a compari-

son of client oriented bureaucracies with non-client oriented

organisations. In any case, it is clear that much more empir-

ical work must be done before this suggested grandiose theory

can bear the explanatory fruit which will contribute to our

understanding of the nature of social order.
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